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Abstract

In this paper, we revisit the equivalence of two holographic computations of the butterfly
velocity: the computation with the shock wave solution and the computation with the
entanglement wedge reconstruction. We provide an interpretation for the equivalence of
the two computations with the canonical formalism of gravity.

Specifically, by taking use of the canonical formalism, we reformulate both computations
into the ones with a similar form. Here, in both reformulated computations, the butterfly
velocity is computed from applying a given set of initial data into the constraint equations.
And the sets of initial data of both computations have a similar structure.

We then interpret the equivalence of the two computations as from the similar form of
the reformulated computations.
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1 Introduction

Chaos has increasingly been recognized as a fundamental probe in the exploration of quantum

gravity, offering insights that connect black hole physics, holography, and quantum information

theory [1–4]. A particularly striking manifestation of this probe is the butterfly effect, which

characterizes the exponential growth of small perturbations. The quantitative description of

the butterfly effect relies on the notions of the Lyapunov exponent and the butterfly velocity

[5,6], which describe the temporal and spatial evolution of the perturbation front, often referred

to as the butterfly cone [7].

At the classical level, the butterfly effect and the characterization of chaos through Lya-

punov exponents have been extensively studied, as systematically collected in some textbooks

such as [8]. The essential mechanism for classical chaos is the sensitivity of trajectories in

phase space to tiny variations in initial data.

At the quantum level, there are no classical trajectories in Hilbert space, which leads to

the absence of a unified definition of chaos [9]. Nevertheless, the out-of-time-order correlator

(OTOC) has emerged as a widely used diagnostic of quantum chaos. OTOCs circumvent

a naive approach that considers sensitivity to quantum states1, instead being presented as

operator growth in the Heisenberg picture [11].

1If one naively considers the overlap between an initial state and some perturbed state, it is always constant
due to the unitarity of time evolution [10].
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In addition to OTOCs, various other quantitative methods have been developed to inves-

tigate quantum chaos in the context of holography. Among various approaches, three have

become particularly prominent in holographic studies: the shockwave method [2,12,13], the en-

tanglement wedge reconstruction method [14,15], and the pole-skipping mode analysis [16–18].

For a given perturbation at the asymptotic boundary, these approaches provide distinct holo-

graphic realizations of its propagation. In the shockwave method, it corresponds to a particle

(or wavepacket) falling into the black hole, which backreacts significantly on the spacetime

due to the large blueshift. In the entanglement wedge reconstruction method, it corresponds

to a particle (or wavepacket) falling into the black hole, which drives the growth of the en-

tanglement wedge associated with the minimal one of RT surfaces enclosing it. Unlike the

shockwave and entanglement wedge reconstruction methods, pole-skipping mode does not ex-

plicitly correspond to a localized bulk excitation, but is instead revealed through the retarded

correlator.

Despite their seemingly distinct formulations, growing evidence [14, 19–28] suggests that

these approaches are in fact equivalent in computing the butterfly velocity. This equivalence

was first pointed out in [14], where the butterfly velocity obtained from shockwave and entan-

glement wedge reconstruction was shown to coincide in Einstein gravity, up to four-derivative

corrections. Subsequently, this equivalence was extended to f(Riemann) theories in [22]. More

recently, the equivalence was further extended to include the pole-skipping phenomenon, as

discussed in [26]. In parallel, the full or partial equivalence among these three approaches has

been tested in a variety of specific backgrounds, such as hyperbolic black holes [19], rotating

black holes [20], asymptotically Lifshitz black hole [25].

In this paper, we aim to supplement the existing understanding of the equivalence between

the shockwave and entanglement wedge reconstruction methods in computing butterfly velocity

with Hamiltonian formalism. Owing to the pivotal role of the Hamiltonian formalism in

elucidating gravitational dynamics and canonical quantization [29, 30], it is natural to expect

that it will uncover further structures underlying this equivalence. More importantly, this

perspective resonates with the classical picture of chaos, where chaos is probed through the

sensitivity to initial conditions.

To employ the Hamiltonian formalism, we need to foliate the spacetime with the ADM

formulation in [30], and identify appropriate diffeomorphism-invariant observables that gener-

ate the evolution of initial data, where the constraint equations hold. In contrast to directly

solving the equations of motion, which is commonly adopted in previous studies, we instead

solve the constraint equations to obtain the shockwave profile h(x) that encode the butterfly

velocity in the shockwave method. Moreover, we adopt a method [31] based on the constraint
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equations to determine the location of the extremal surface, thereby unveiling the RT profile

ρ(x). This approach to locating the extremal surface differs from the commonly used method,

i.e. extremizing the entanglement entropy functional, and a new method from replica mani-

folds [26]. It is worth noting that, in order to discuss the equivalence between the shockwave

and entanglement wedge reconstruction methods, we need to take a double shockwave [12,32]

into consideration in the shockwave method.

In this paper, we consider a general (d+ 1)-dimensional eternal black hole in AdSd+1 [33]

as a concrete example. We first represent a single shockwave backreaction on the spacetime

as a kind of evolution of initial data on the Cauchy surface, which yields constraints equa-

tions satisfied by shockwave profile h(x). We take the HRT area [34] as the observable of

interest, due to its significance in holography [35–38] and well-understood action on the ini-

tial data [31, 39, 40]. The HRT area generates a Hamiltonian flow [39, 40], which gives rise

to constraints equations satisfied by RT profile ρ(x). To match two methods, we introduce a

double shockwave setup to ensure that the induced metric on the Cauchy surface holds. Our

result reveals that the shockwave profile h(x) and the RT profile ρ(x) obey identical equations,

highlighting underlying equivalence of two butterfly velocity computations.

The plan for the rest of the paper is as follows. In section 2, we briefly review two holo-

graphic calculations of the butterfly velocity. In section 3, we derive the butterfly velocity with

Hamiltonian formalism and demonstrate the equivalence between two methods. In section 4,

we discuss the results and comment on potential future directions.

2 Butterfly velocity in holography

In this section, we briefly review two holographic calculations of the butterfly velocity, the

shockwave method and entanglement wedge reconstruction method. We refer the reader to [22,

26] for a more detailed review of the butterfly velocity and its various holographic formulations.

The butterfly velocity was originally introduced as a measure of the spatial rate at which a

local perturbation (operator size [22]) grows and quantum information scrambles, also viewed

as an effective Lieb-Robinson bound under thermal states [6]. Before reviewing two holographic

methods for computing the butterfly velocity, we first recall how it can be extracted from out-

of-time-ordered correlators (OTOCs), particularly in strongly coupled quantum systems.
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We introduce OTOCs2 by the commutator of two local operators V and W

Cβ(t0, x) =⟨[V (0, x),W (−t0, 0)]
†[V (0, x),W (−t0, 0)]⟩β

=2− 2Re⟨V (0, x)†W (−t0, 0)
† V (0, x)W (−t0, 0)⟩β, (2.1)

where β represents the inverse temperature of the thermal state. Physically, it can be viewed

as inserting an operator W at (−t0, 0) and subsequently probing it with an operator V at

(0, x).

In certain quantum systems, particularly strongly coupled ones, OTOCs exhibit exponen-

tial behavior in the scrambling region |x| ≤ vB (t0 − t∗) around scrambling time t∗ [6], i.e.

Cβ (t0, x) ∼ eλL(t0−t∗−|x|/vB), (2.2)

where λL denotes the Lyapunov exponent, which governs scrambling at a fixed spatial location.

Here the scrambling time t∗ can be determined from the moment when Cβ at the spatial origin

to be O(1).

Furthermore, the time evolution of scrambling region can be interpreted as the butterfly

cone [7], shown in Fig. 1. The boundary of butterfly cone is determined by Cβ ∼ O(1).

It provides an intuitive depiction of how the scrambling region expands, with the butterfly

velocity defining its rate of growth. In general, the butterfly velocity is bounded by the speed

of light, meaning that it lies inside the light cone.

x

t

1

Cβ = 0

Cβ ≈ 0

Cβ > 1

t∗

1/vB

Figure 1: Interpretation of the butterfly cone. We denote the scrambling region by blue region,
with the boundary Cβ ∼ O(1).

For simplicity, in the following we take t∗ = 0. We next briefly review two holographic

computations of the butterfly velocity by considering a general (d + 1)-dimensional eternal

2Here in deriving the second line of (2.1), we have assumed the two operators to be unitary. As only the
second term in (2.1) contributes nontrivially, we do not distinguish between (2.1) and the second term in (2.1)
when referring to OTOCs.
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black hole

ds2 = −a(uv)dudv + r(uv)2δijdx
idxj , (2.3)

where u and v denote null directions, xi denote transverse directions, in Kruskal coordinates.

Here for notational convenience, we write the ii component of the metric as r(uv)2, which

simplifies the expressions in the subsequent calculations. An example of (2.3) is a planar black

hole [13]

ds2 = −f(r)dt2 +
dr2

f(r)
+ r2δijdx

idxj , (2.4)

which corresponds to a finite temperature and infinitely large system in boundary field theory,

where

f(r) = r2 − rdH
rd−2

, (2.5)

with

β =
4π

d

1

rH
. (2.6)

We can check it satisfies the form of (2.3) by following coordinate transformation

u =e
2π
β
(t+r∗)

v =− e
2π
β
(−t+r∗), (2.7)

where

dr∗ =
dr

f(r)
. (2.8)

2.1 The shockwave method

In this subsection, we review the shockwave method in computing butterfly velocity. In the

shockwave method, inserting a local operator W (−t0, 0) on the boundary is equivalent to

creating an infalling particle (energy packet) near the asymptotic boundary into the black

hole at an early time as shown in Fig. 2.

We take t0 to be large enough such that this localized shockwave contributes to the stress

tensor with only uu component nontrivial [13, 41], i.e.,

δTµν ∼ e
2π
β
t0δ(u)δ(x)δuµδ

u
ν , (2.9)

where the prefactor e
2π
β
t0 denotes a significant boost arising from blue shift. It gives rise to

a significant backreaction on the spacetime, which only manifests in the uu component of

metric [22]

ds2 = −a(uv)dudv + r(uv)2δijdx
idxj + h(x)δ(u)du2, (2.10)
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W (−t0, 0)

uv

Figure 2: An infalling particle with large t0.

where we refer to h(x) as shockwave profile, which characterizes the deformation of horizon.

The shockwave profile h(x) is closely related to the butterfly velocity vB, as in most cases it

takes the following form

h(x) ∼ 1

|x|# e
2π
β
t0−µ|x|

, (2.11)

with the butterfly velocity

vB =
2π

βµ
. (2.12)

Therefore, determining the butterfly velocity amounts to solving the shockwave profile h(x).

Conventionally, the shockwave profile is obtained by solving the equations of motion

δEµν = #δTµν . (2.13)

For example, we apply (2.4) on this equation, yielding the nontrivial equation, shockwave

equation (
− 1

2r2H
δij∂i∂jh(x) +

1

4
d(d− 1)h(x)

)
δ(u) = #e

2π
β
t0δ(x)δ(u). (2.14)

Its solution takes the form of (2.11), with

µ = rH

√
d(d− 1)

2
. (2.15)

However, in general systems, demonstrating the equivalence of two methods by directly

solving the equations of motion is extremely cumbersome, for instance in f(Riemann) theories

[22]. In the section 3, we attempt to circumvent the explicit solution of the equations of

motion, and instead derive a special form of the equation satisfied by the shockwave profile

h(x).
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2.2 The entanglement wedge reconstruction method

In this subsection, we review the entanglement wedge reconstruction method in computing

butterfly velocity. The entanglement wedge reconstruction [42] provides a viewpoint of sub-

region/subregion duality [43], where a given subregion in the boundary CFT is dual to its

entanglement wedge. It motivates us to represent the scrambling region of the boundary

CFT in terms of the entanglement wedge [14], where we restrict our attention to the minimal

entanglement wedge, to avoid possible ambiguities.

We now elaborate on this construction in detail. Keeping that in mind the insertion of an

operator in the boundary CFT corresponds to a particle falling into the black hole in the bulk,

we can represent the growth of scrambling region of the boundary CFT as the growth of the

minimal entanglement wedge, which is a HRT surface [34] including this infalling particle, as

shown in Fig. 3.

Figure 3: An illustration of the growth of entanglement wedge including an infalling particle.

At late times of the infalling process, when the infalling particle approaches the horizon,

the shape of the HRT surface becomes less sensitive to the background geometry and takes

the following form

ρ(t, x) ∼ 1

|x|# e
− 2π

β
t+µ̃|x|

, (2.16)

in the near horizon region, with the center (the location of infalling particle)

ρ(t, x = 0) ∼ e
− 2π

β
t
. (2.17)

Here we refer to ρ(t = const, x) as the RT profile ρ(x), in no essential difference from the RT
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profile appearing in [22]. We then can extract the butterfly velocity from the growth of HRT

surface near horizon region

ṽB =
2π

βµ̃
. (2.18)

Therefore, determining the butterfly velocity amounts to solving the RT profile ρ(x) (the

location of HRT surface).

An example corresponding to (2.4) is

− 1

2r2H
δij∂i∂jρ(x) +

1

4
d(d− 1)ρ(x) = 0, (2.19)

which differs from (2.14) by the absence of the source term. We also aim to employ the

Hamiltonian formalism to patch up this mismatch.

The most common way to determine the location of the extremal surface is to extremize

the entanglement entropy functional [22]. In the following, we would like to adopt a less com-

monly used method to reformulate the location of the extremal surface, i.e., solving constraint

equations [31].

3 Butterfly velocity from Hamiltonian formalism

In this section, we derive butterfly velocity from Hamiltonian formalism. In particular, we

seek to formulate the equations for shockwave profile h(x) and RT profile ρ(x). Additional

details can be found in Appendix. A.

3.1 Formulation of Hamiltonian formalism

We first introduce the Hamiltonian formalism for AdSd+1 gravity, following our previous setup

in [44]. We foliate the spacetime with a set of Cauchy surfaces Σt with constant t. Given this

foliation, we can reformulate the spacetime into the evolution of the set of initial data, i.e. the

induced metric σab and the extrinsic curvature Kab on a Cauchy surface Σt0 . We can read out

the induced metric σab from the foliation of metric

gµν = −N2dt2 + σab(dx
a + βadt)(dxb + βbdt), (3.1)

where βa is shift vector, N is the lapse function related to the covector τµ = −Nδtµ to the

Cauchy surface. We can compute the extrinsic curvature by

Kab = σµ
a∇µτb. (3.2)
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A legal evolution of initial data should preserve the constraint equations H and Ha
3, i.e.,

∆H
∣∣∣
(∆σab,∆Kab)

=0

∆Ha

∣∣∣
(∆σab,∆Kab)

=0. (3.3)

In the shockwave method, we reformulate the backreaction ∆gµν into the evolution of

initial data ∆σab and ∆Kab. Considering the evolution of initial data need to preserve the

constraint equations, we can get some equations for the shockwave profile h(x).

In the entanglement wedge reconstruction method, we represent the initial data with the

RT profile ρ(x). In addition, we introduce a diffeomorphism-invariant observable, the HRT

area [34], which generates the evolution of initial data on the Cauchy surface, interpreted as

a kink transformation [39]. The action of HRT area on the initial data also preserves the

constraint equations, which yields some equations for the RT profile ρ(x). This is also a

reformulation of the location of extremal surface [31].

3.2 The shockwave method

In this subsection, we derive the equations for the shockwave profile h(x) from Hamiltonian

formalism. As we mentioned in the introduction and section 2, we first consider the eternal

black hole (2.3) in AdSd+1. To manifest the foliation of the spacetime, we set null direction by

u = T − ρ, v = T + ρ, (3.4)

then take a pullback of (2.3) by (3.4) as

ds2 = −a(T 2 − ρ2)(dT 2 − dρ2) + r(T 2 − ρ2)2δijdx
idxj . (3.5)

For convenience, we focus on a Cauchy surface Σ0 with T = 0. Applying the foliation (3.1)

and (3.2) on (3.5) yields the induced metric on the Cauchy surface Σ0

σABdY
AdY B = a(−ρ2)dρ2 + r(−ρ2)2δijdx

idxj (3.6)

and the extrinsic curvature of Cauchy surface Σ0

KAB = 0, (3.7)

by time reversal symmetry of (3.5).

We then consider a single shockwave near u = 0 such that the backreacted metric g̃µν =

gµν +∆gµν is (2.10), where the action of single shockwave is

∆gµν = h(x)δ(u)δuµδ
u
ν . (3.8)

3We will clarify this point in subsection 3.3.
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We also take a pullback of (2.10) by (3.4) as

ds2 = −a(T 2−ρ2)(dT 2−dρ2)+r(T 2−ρ2)2δijdx
idxj+h(x)δ(T−ρ)(dT 2−2dTdρ+dρ2). (3.9)

Applying foliation (3.1) and (3.2) on (3.9) yields the evolved induced metric on the Cauchy

surface Σ0

σ̃ABdY
AdY B = a(−ρ2)dρ2 + r(−ρ2)2δijdx

idxj + h(x)δ(ρ)dρ2, (3.10)

and the evolved extrinsic curvature K̃AB of Cauchy surface Σ0

K̃AB =
1

2
√
a(0)

[
h(x)δ′(ρ)δρAδ

ρ
B + ∂ih(x)δ(ρ)(δ

i
Aδ

ρ
B + δρAδ

i
B)

]
. (3.11)

We present the detailed calculation of K̃AB in Appendix. A. Combining (3.6), (3.7), (3.10)

and (3.11), we present the evolution of initial data on the Cauchy surface Σ0 under the single

shockwave (3.8) as

∆σAB =σ̃AB − σAB = h(x)δ(ρ)δρAδ
ρ
B

∆KAB =K̃AB −KAB =
1

2
√

a(0)

[
h(x)δ′(ρ)δρAδ

ρ
B + ∂ih(x)δ(ρ)(δ

i
Aδ

ρ
B + δρAδ

i
B)

]
. (3.12)

Given the evolution of initial data (3.12), we can apply it to the constraint equations

H =
1

2

√
σ
(
R(d) +K2 −KABKAB + d(d− 1)

)
HA =

√
σDB(KAB −KσAB), (3.13)

where R(d) is the Ricci scalar of σAB, K is the trace of the extrinsic curvature 4, K = σABKAB,

D denotes the covariant derivative associated with σAB. Considering that the evolution of

initial data (3.12) preserves the constraint equations

H =0

HA =0, (3.14)

which yields an equation for the shockwave profile h(x)( 1

2r2
δij∂i∂jh(x)−

1

4
d(d− 1)h(x)

)
δ(ρ) = 0, (3.15)

which manifests in (A.11) and (A.12).

Note that the single shockwave brings a non-vanishing change for the induced metric (3.12),

i.e., ∆σAB ̸= 0, which is not consistent with the picture of entanglement wedge reconstruc-

tion, where the action of the HRT area can not change the induced metric. To remedy this

4Strictly speaking, K is the extrinsic curvature, while KAB is the second fundamental form. But we also
name KAB the extrinsic curvature to emphasize its geometric meaning in this paper.
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discrepancy and make the intrinsic structure of Cauchy surface consistent with entanglement

wedge reconstruction, we can introduce a double shockwave to cancel out this non-vanishing

change for the induced metric such that ∆σAB = 0. More precisely, we just add an extra

single shockwave near v = 0 in (2.10) such that the backreaction of double shockwave is

ds2 = −a(uv)dudv + r(uv)2δijdx
idxj + h(x)δ(u)du2 − h(x)δ(v)dv2, (3.16)

as shown in Fig.4. Notice that there are just a spatial reflection ρ → −ρ and a reverse profile

uv

Figure 4: An interpretation of double shockwave: two infalling particles into black hole.

h(x) → −h(x) for the two single shockwave on Σ0. Therefore, from (3.12), we can easily get

the evolution of initial data on Σ0 under the double shockwave (3.16)

∆σAB = 0

∆KAB =
1

a(0)
1
2

(h(x)δ′(ρ)δρAδ
ρ
B + ∂ih(x)δ(ρ)(δ

ρ
Aδ

i
B + δiAδ

ρ
B)), (3.17)

and the evolution of constraint equations under the double shockwave (3.16)

∆H = 0

∆HA =
2

a
1
2 (0)

( 1

2r2
δij∂i∂jh(x)−

1

4
d(d− 1)h(x)

)
δ(ρ)δρA, (3.18)

which also yields the equation (3.15) for the shockwave profile h(x).

3.3 The entanglement wedge method

In this subsection, we derive the equations for the RT profile ρ(x) from Hamiltonian formalism.

Before proceeding to the entanglement wedge reconstruction method, we review a less used

way [31] to determine the location of extremal surface. Instead of extremizing the entangle-

ment entropy, e.g., the HRT area, to find the extremal surface, here we use the gravitational
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constraint equations. The intuition is that the extremal surface under some evolution of the

initial data is still an extremal surface if and only if this evolution preserves the constraint

equations.

For example, we consider a codimension two extremal surface C and a Cauchy surface Σ

that includes C, as shown in Fig. 5. We construct an evolution of initial data

∆σAB = 0

∆KAB = λ · 2πδ(ρ)nanb, (3.19)

where λ is an infinitesimal parameter, ρ is a function on the Cauchy surface denoting the

distance to the extremal surface C, nA denotes a covector to extremal surface on the Cauchy

surface. We apply (3.19) on the constraint equations

C1 =
1

16πG
(R̃+K2 −KABK

AB + d(d− 1))

C2,A =
1

8πG
(DBKAB −DAK), (3.20)

where R̃ denotes the Ricci scalar associated with the induced metric σAB. It yields the evolu-

tion of constraint equations

∆C1 =
λ

4G
(σmn − nmnn)Kmnδ(ρ)

∆C2,a =
λ

4G
(nmDmna + σmnnaDmnn)δ(ρ), (3.21)

which yields the extremality of C in spacetime

∆C1 =
λ

4G
hµν∇µτνδ(ρ)

na∆C2,a =
λ

4G
hµν∇µnνδ(ρ). (3.22)

Here hµν denote the induced metric on extremal surface C. We have revisited holding the

constraint equations is equivalent to holding the extremality of C [31],

∆C1 = ∆C2,a = 0 ⇔ hµν∇µτν = hµν∇µnν = 0. (3.23)

Now we start to derive the equations for the RT profile ρ(x). We first locate the extremal

surface C on Σ0 by considering the following evolution of initial data

∆σAB = 0

∆KAB = kδ(s(Y ))nAnB, (3.24)
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Figure 5: An illustration of an extremal surface and Cauchy surface.

where the location of extremal surface is denoted by s(Y ) = 0 on Σ0. For convenience, we can

construct a reference surface C0 (also denoting the horizon) at ρ = 0, and this is equivalent to

adding an extra term in the initial value which has no contribution in the constraint equations

∆KAB = k
(
δ(s(Y ))nAnB − δ(s(0)(Y ))n

(0)
A n

(0)
B

)
. (3.25)

In the near horizon region, we set the gap between C and C0 to be the RT profile ρe(x) such

that ρe(x) is small enough, as shown in Fig. 6.

Figure 6: An illustration of our setup. The green line denotes the extremal surface. The red
line denotes a reference surface (also the horizon).

In this setup, we can give a geometric interpretation for quantities appearing in (3.25).

More precisely, we set

s(0)(Y ) =
√
a(ρ− 0)

s(Y ) =
√
a(ρ− ρe(x)) (3.26)
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and

n(0)
ρ =

√
a, n

(0)
i = 0

nρ =
√
a, ni = −√

a∂iρe(x) (3.27)

such that

n
(0)
A |C0 =∂As

(0)(Y )|C0

nA|C =∂As(Y )|C . (3.28)

Here (3.26) further yields

δ(s(0)(Y )) =
1√
a
δ(ρ)

δ(s(Y )) =
1√
a
δ(ρ− ρe(x)) =

1√
a
δ(ρ)− 1√

a
ρe(x)δ

′(ρ). (3.29)

Applying (3.27) and (3.29) on (3.25) yields

∆KAB = −ka(0)
1
2

(
ρe(x)δ

′(ρ)δρAδ
ρ
B + ∂iρe(x)δ(ρ)(δ

ρ
Aδ

i
B + δiAδ

ρ
B)

)
. (3.30)

So far we have obtained the evolution of initial data in the entanglement wedge reconstruction

method

∆σAB =0

∆KAB =− ka(0)
1
2

(
ρe(x)δ

′(ρ)δρAδ
ρ
B + ∂iρe(x)δ(ρ)(δ

ρ
Aδ

i
B + δiAδ

ρ
B)

)
. (3.31)

Applying (3.31) on constraint equations yields an equation for the RT profile ρe(x)( 1

2r2
δij∂i∂jρe(x)−

1

4
d(d− 1)ρe(x)

)
δ(ρ) = 0. (3.32)

3.4 Equivalence

Based on the evolution of initial data with two distinct methods, we demonstrate the equiva-

lence of two butterfly velocity computations in this subsection. We now collect our previous

initial data structure here

∆σAB =0

∆KAB =
1

a(0)
1
2

(
h(x)δ′(ρ)δρAδ

ρ
B + ∂ih(x)δ(ρ)(δ

ρ
Aδ

i
B + δiAδ

ρ
B)

)
(3.33)

for the double shock wave method, and

∆σAB =0

∆KAB =− ka(0)
1
2

(
ρe(x)δ

′(ρ)δρAδ
ρ
B + ∂iρe(x)δ(ρ)(δ

ρ
Aδ

i
B + δiAδ

ρ
B)

)
(3.34)
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for the entanglement wedge method. It shows the same algebraic structure for both h(x) and

ρe(x).

Furthermore, inserting above initial data into the constraint equations, we can obtain same

equations for h(x) and ρe(x),( 1

2r2
δij∂i∂jh(x)−

1

4
d(d− 1)h(x)

)
δ(ρ) =0( 1

2r2
δij∂i∂jρe(x)−

1

4
d(d− 1)ρe(x)

)
δ(ρ) =0. (3.35)

Thus we demonstrate the equivalence of two butterfly velocity computations without explicitly

solving these equations for h(x) and ρe(x).

4 Conclusion and Discussion

We have revisited the equivalence of two holographic methods in computing butterfly velocity

from the Hamiltonian formalism of gravity, especially from the same algebraic structure for

the initial data appearing in both methods.

We now comment on some potential future directions:

Inspired by the algebraic structure of the extrinsic curvature,

KAB = λ(x)δ′(ρ)δρAδ
ρ
B + ∂iλ(x)δ(ρ)(δ

ρ
Aδ

i
B + δiAδ

ρ
B), (4.1)

we may implement a time direction split scheme parameterized by λ(x). It manifests in both

Figure 7: An illustration of time direction split scheme.

methods. In double shock wave method, a spacelike geodesic running from the right to the

left crosses both shocks and receives a discontinuous shift at each interface. The combined

shifts produce a net displacement in the time direction, giving a geometric picture of how the

shocks split the Cauchy surface in time. In entanglement wedge reconstruction method, the

term δ(s)nAnB corresponds to a Minkowski conical defect. It characterizes a time direction

shift between the two sides of extremal surface.
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We revisit this equivalence only in pure AdSd+1 gravity in this work. Nevertheless, we find

that, from the Hamiltonian formalism perspective, the backreaction of infalling particle that

is not manifest in entanglement-wedge reconstruction is encoded in action of diffeomorphism-

invariant observable on the Cauchy surface. If we attempt to extend this approach to other

gravitational systems—for example, higher-derivative gravity theories—we will need appro-

priate diffeomorphism-invariant observables, about which our current understanding remains

very limited. Furthermore, considering a gravitationally dressed particle creation operator in

gravity may better demonstrate the equivalence of two holographic methods.

In addition, Jafferis-Lewkowycz-Maldacena-Suh (JLMS) formula [38] establishes that the

gravitational area operator is dual to the modular Hamiltonian in CFT. By evolving the

system forward and backward with different modular Hamiltonian e−iHBseiHAsρe−iHAseiHBs,

one can read out a lot of universal properties of the field theory, for example the quantum null

energy condition [45]. The extrinsic curvature KAB = k
(
δ(s(Y ))nAnB − δ(s(0)(Y ))n

(0)
A n

(0)
B

)
we construct is precisely a forward plus a backward evolution by two area observable. It will

be interesting to figure out their relation.
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A More details on Hamiltonian formalism

In this appendix, we provide more details on Hamiltonian formalism used in section 3.

We first recall that we foliate the spacetime with a set of Cauchy surfaces denoted by a

scalar field T such that we can present the metric as

ds2 = −N2dT 2 + σAB(dX
A + βAdt)(dXB + βBdt), (A.1)

where N is lapse function, β̂ is shift vector and σAB is the induced metric on the Cauchy

surface. Given a metric, e.g., (3.5) or (3.9), one can directly read off N, β̂ and σAB. We
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introduce the covector τµ to the Cauchy surface, defined by

τµ = −Nδtµ, (A.2)

e.g., the components of τ̂ for (3.5)

τT = −
√
a(T 2 − ρ2), τρ = τi = 0. (A.3)

We next compute the first quantity that is not straightforward to evaluate, i.e., the extrinsic

curvature K̃AB of Σ0 under the backreacted metric (3.9). Here we can focus on the contribution

of ∆gµν (3.8) to K̃AB since KAB = 0 by time reversal symmetry of (3.5), i.e.,

∆KAB = K̃AB −KAB = K̃AB. (A.4)

Based on the definition of extrinsic curvature (3.2), we present ∆KAB as

∆KAB = ∆σµ
A∇µτB + σµ

A∇µ∆τB − σµ
A∆Γν

µBτν , (A.5)

where evolved quantities can be presented by the evolved metric ∆gµν

∆τµ =− 1

2
τντρ∆gνρτµ

∆Γρ
µν =

1

2
gρλ(∇µ∆gνλ +∇ν∆gµλ −∇λ∆gµν)

∆σµ
A =∆τAτ

µ + τAτν∆gµν + τAg
µν∆τν . (A.6)

Applying (A.3) and (3.8) on (A.5) yields5

∆KAB =− 1

2
gTT (∂A∆gBT + ∂B∆gAT − ∂T∆gAB)τT

=
1

2
√
a(0)

[
δρAδ

ρ
Bh(x)δ

′(ρ) + (δiAδ
ρ
B + δρAδ

i
B)∂ih(x)δ(ρ)

]
. (A.8)

We then consider the constraint equations, i.e., the scalar constraint H and vector con-

straint HA

H =
1

2

√
σ
(
R(d) +K2 −KABKAB + d(d− 1)

)
HA =

√
σDB(KAB −KσAB), (A.9)

where one can easily generalize our previous derivation in AdS3 in [44] to AdSd+1. We can see

that the constraint equations are presented by the set of initial data. Applying (3.6) and (3.7)

on scalar constraint equation yields a constraint on the Cauchy surface Σ0 under (3.5)

H ∼ R(d) + d(d− 1) =
4d

a2r2

[
ρ2
(
a′rr′ − (d− 1)a(r′)2 − 2arr′′

)
+ arr′

]
+ d(d− 1) = 0. (A.10)

5An alternative way to quickly check these results is by taking another equivalent definition of extrinsic
curvature

∆KAB = −1

2
(L∆τgAB + Lτ∆gAB). (A.7)
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Given the evolution of initial data (3.12) under the single shockwave (3.8), we can reformulate

the evolution of constraint equations into

1√
σ
∆H =

1√
σ
∆
(1
2

√
σ[R(d) +K2 −KABKAB + d(d− 1)]

)
=

1

2
√
σ

(√
σ∆R(d) +

1

2

√
σσAB∆σABd(d− 1)

)
=− 1

a

( 1

2r2
δij∂i∂jh(x)−

1

4
d(d− 1)h(x)

)
δ(ρ) (A.11)

and

1√
σ
∆HA =

1√
σ
∆(

√
σDB(KAB −KσAB))

=
1

2
√
ar2

δij∂i∂jh(x)δ(ρ)δ
ρ
A − r′d

a
3
2 r

ρh(x)δ′(ρ)δρA

=
1

a
1
2

( 1

2r2
δij∂i∂jh(x)−

1

4
d(d− 1)h(x)

)
δ(ρ)δρA, (A.12)

where the derivation is similar to our previous derivation in AdS3 [44], and we have used the

non-vanishing components for connection on Cauchy surface Σ0

Γ̃ρ
ρρ =− ρ

a(−ρ2)
a′(−ρ2)

Γ̃ρ
ij =

2r(−ρ2)r′(−ρ2)

a(−ρ2)
ρδij

Γ̃i
ρj =− 2r′(−ρ2)

r(−ρ2)
ρδij , (A.13)

and its evolution under the single shockwave (3.8)

∆Γ̃ρ
ρρ =

1

2a
h(x)δ′(ρ)

∆Γ̃i
ρρ =− 1

2r2
∂ih(x)δ(ρ)

∆Γ̃ρ
ρi =

1

2a
∂ih(x)δ(ρ), (A.14)

and in deriving the last equation of (A.12), we also have used scalar constraint (A.10).

References

[1] L. Susskind, “Butterflies on the Stretched Horizon,” [arXiv:1311.7379 [hep-th]].

[2] S. H. Shenker and D. Stanford, “Black holes and the butterfly effect,” JHEP 03, 067

(2014) doi:10.1007/JHEP03(2014)067 [arXiv:1306.0622 [hep-th]].

19



[3] P. Hayden and J. Preskill, “Black holes as mirrors: Quantum information in random

subsystems,” JHEP 09, 120 (2007) doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2007/09/120 [arXiv:0708.4025

[hep-th]].

[4] V. Narovlansky, “Towards a microscopic description of de Sitter dynamics,”

[arXiv:2506.02109 [hep-th]].

[5] S. H. Shenker and D. Stanford, “Stringy effects in scrambling,” JHEP 05, 132 (2015)

doi:10.1007/JHEP05(2015)132 [arXiv:1412.6087 [hep-th]].

[6] D. A. Roberts and B. Swingle, “Lieb-Robinson Bound and the Butterfly Ef-

fect in Quantum Field Theories,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, no.9, 091602 (2016)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.091602 [arXiv:1603.09298 [hep-th]].
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