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Thermodynamics vs Teleodynamics: A Cosmological Divide?
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We show that stationary black holes and the evolving universe belong to fundamentally different
thermodynamic regimes: black holes obey ordinary Bekenstein-Hawking thermodynamics, whereas
cosmology necessarily follows memory-bearing teleodynamics. We show that teleodynamics is not
valid for black holes, but is unavoidable in an expanding cosmology. This provides a dynamical,
semi-classical realization of the thermodynamic split conjecture and identifies memory accumulation
as the natural source of deviations from the area law in cosmology. Our results suggest that quantum
gravity should not seek to extrapolate black hole thermodynamics to the universe, but instead must
incorporate horizon memory as a fundamental microscopic ingredient and consider cosmological

constructions consistent with that.

In a recent work, we showed that the teleodynamic
extension of statistical mechanics introduced in [1]
can naturally incorporate all the features of modern
cosmology. Cosmic Teleodynamics can provide a
completely new form of cosmology that explains dark
energy, dark matter, and the cosmic tensions by positing
a memory-bearing universe. This theory generically
emerges when one considers cosmology in terms of
teleodynamics [2-5], introducing game-theoretic con-
cepts of agents to cosmological entities such as galaxies,
thereby giving us a memory-bearing regime whose
correct coarse-grained description has sharp departures
from simple thermodynamic descriptions that have been
employed for cosmology so far, by taking the liberty of
employing Bekenstein-Hawking [6-8] formalism to the
cosmological horizon. This raises a deeper question: are
teleodynamics and thermodynamics valid in different
regimes? We answer this question in this letter and
show that the answer is affirmative.

The teleodynamic microscopic ensemble is defined by
assigning to each configuration x an energy functional
E(z) and a bias functional ®(x), with microscopic weight

[1]

1
p(x) = ———exp | — BE(x) — ad(x 1
()= gray o [~ @) —02@)] (1)
where (8 is the usual inverse temperature parameter, o
controls the strength of teleodynamic bias and Z(5, «) is
the generalized partition function [3, 4]

a) = Zexp [ — BE(z) — a®(z)] (2)

For histories I' = {z(t),

p(t)}, the maximum-caliber en-
semble takes the form [1]

Pl o exp [ — BA[I] — aK[T] (3)
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where A[I'] is the standard action and K[I'] is a bias func-
tional encoding memory and environmental dependence,
and for collisionless tracers of mass m in an expanding
universe with scale factor a(t) and Newtonian potential
U(x,t), one may take

KT = / & (2(t), p(t); f (1,2, p), Bt )t (5)

and

with f(t,z,p) being the phase-space distribution and
E(t,x) coarse environmental fields.

Ordinary thermodynamics is recovered in a limit here,
whenever the teleodynamic bias is effectively constant
over the relevant sector. If ®(x) = @ for all microstates
x contributing to a given macroscopic configuration, then
Eq. (1) becomes

p(x) o efﬁE(w)fwbg _ efadJOefﬂE(w) (6)

and the constant factor e~®®0 cancels in the normalized
ensemble, giving us

o—BE()
p(z) = G (7)

Similarly, if K[I'] = Tops®g is constant along the histories
of interest, then we see that Eq. (3) reduces to

P[] e~ Tobs®o o= BA[T] (8)

and the path ensemble is again purely thermodynamic
after normalization.

So, what would be the regimes where the teleody-
namic bias ends up being effectively constant? Station-
ary black hole spacetimes provide precisely such a regime.
Let (M, g,.) be a stationary black hole with a time-like
Killing vector £ outside the horizon, where the existence
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of &* implies a conserved Hamiltonian Hyx and a canon-
ical ensemble

Zpu(B) = Tre~ P (9)

with microstate weights p; oc e #Fi. Here, the teleody-
namic bias is a function of conserved charges only, for
instance

for microstates that share the same macroscopic mass
M, angular momentum J, and charge @, Eq. (1) reduces
to Eq. (7). At the level of histories, orbits of £€# and their
perturbations admit no secular memory accumulation
so that the integrand of Eq. (5) is effectively constant
and KJI'| contributes only a normalization. In this
stationary Killing horizon regime, teleodynamics reduces
to ordinary thermodynamics, and so we see that the
Bekenstein—-Hawking entropy and its string-theoretic
microstate derivations [9-12] are recovered unchanged.

Let us make this discussion more explicit, and consider
that &£# is a timelike Killing vector generating stationarity
outside the horizon, so that L¢g,,, = 0. Along an orbit of
&", a phase space point (2 (7),p, (7)) evolves according
to

da” Dy

—— =& (a(n)),

- = Fula(r).p(r) (1)

dr
where 7 is a parameter adapted to the Killing flow and
F,. encodes the usual Hamiltonian evolution, and so here
in the stationary black hole regime, the relevant coarse-
grained fields f and F entering the bias functional satisfy

Lef =0, LeE=0 (12)
That is, they are invariant under the Killing flow. Note
that the bias density ®(x,p; f, E) is constructed from f,
FE, and local geometric invariants, so Killing invariance
implies

Le® =E"V,0=0 (13)
This, in turn, ends up giving us

L (o) p(r) £.B) =V, 8 =0 (14)

Therefore, along any orbit of £# one has
@(z(r), p(7); £, E) = o (15)

This is a constant that depends only on the conserved
macroscopic charges of the black hole, not on the mi-
croscopic details of its trajectory. The bias functional is
then given as

KT = / Y dr ®(e(r), p(r): £, B) = B (v — ) (16)

k3

For an observation time Tq,s = 77 — 74, this gives us the
following

KT = @y Thps (17)

which is independent of the detailed history I' as long as
one remains in the stationary sector. The teleodynamic
weight for histories then becomes

P[I] o exp [ — BA[L] — a®oTops| = e~ *P0Tove e~ AAIL
(18)
so that all histories in the stationary sector acquire the
same multiplicative factor e~ *®oTebs.  After normaliza-
tion, this factor will cancel out, and the normalized path
probability reduces to

o—BAIT]

P = T e=sam

(19)
which is exactly the standard thermodynamic path en-
semble. We can also reach the same conclusion at the

level of the partition function, where the teleodynamic
partition function factorizes as

Z(B,a) =y exp [~ AL - aK[I]] =

0P Tone 3 = BAT] oo 70 (5)(20)
r

where Zpp(8) is the usual black hole partition function,
and the free energy and entropy also follow as

F(B,a) = —%IHZ(B,OO = —%anBH(B) v %
(21)
0 )
S, = <1 _585) nZ(B,a) = (1 _*Baﬁ> In Zgn(5)
(22)

since the additive term a®yT,ps is independent of f.
Thus, what we see is that the macroscopic entropy
and all related thermodynamic quantities coincide with
those obtained from Zpp(B) alone. In particular, the
Bekenstein—-Hawking entropy and its string-theoretic
microstate derivations are unchanged by the teleody-
namic factor in the stationary Killing-horizon regime,
confirming that teleodynamics reduces to ordinary
thermodynamics in this limit.

Cosmology, by contrast, is intrinsically time-dependent
and non-equilibrium, as for a spatially flat FLRW uni-
verse with scale factor a(t) and Hubble rate H(t) = a/a,
there is no global timelike Killing vector and the large-
scale matter distribution develops a nontrivial cosmic
web of filaments, walls, and voids. In this setting, the
teleodynamic bias must be decomposed as

O(t,x) = ®(t) + ¢(t, ) (23)



with ®(t) the spatial average and (¢, z) the fluctuation.
As established in [1], the homogeneous part gives rise to
an effective teleodynamic energy density

PTD (t) = Oéq)(t> (24)
leading to a modified Friedmann equation
SMPH?(t) = p(t) + prp(t) (25)

where p(t) denotes the usual matter and radiation en-
ergy density. The associated pressure prp(t) is obtained
from the time dependence of ®(t) and produces an ef-
fective equation of state wrp(t) = prp(t)/prp(t) that
can mimic a cosmological constant-like, quintessence-like,
or phantom-like behavior depending on the evolution of
D(t).

The inhomogeneous part ¢(t,z) modifies the Boltz-
mann and Poisson equations. The teleodynamic Boltz-
mann equation for the distribution function f(¢,x,p) in
comoving coordinates reads [1]

Q+L V. f—

LU D)
5t (V¥ +aV,®)

Vof—Hp-V,f=0

(26)
with W(t,2) the Newtonian potential, and the teleody-
namic term introduces an additional drift —aV,®, cor-

responding to an effective potential
Uen(t,x) = U(t,z) + ap(t, x) (27)

since ®(t) does not contribute to spatial gradients, and
the Poisson equation becomes

V2Woa(t, ) = AnGa2(t) [3(t) 6(t, x) + pro(t,z)]  (28)

with

V2U(t,z) = 4rGa®(t) p(t) 6(t, x) (29)
and

po(t,2) = s V() (30)

In Fourier space, one can posit a teleodynamic response
kernel K (k,a) such that

= K(k,a)d(a) (31)

which gives us the emergent clustering density

vk (a)

pro(k,a) = Ap(k,a) p(a) ok (a) (32)
with
Ap(k,a) = %ﬁ;&? (33)

The linear growth equation for the density contrast then
takes the form

Ok 4+ 2HOy, — 4nGp[1 + Au(k,a)] 0y =0 (34)

Equations (25) and (34) express the central teleody-
namic fact that the same functional ®(¢,x), through
its homogeneous and inhomogeneous parts, drives both
an effective dark energy sector and a scale-dependent
modification of clustering. In a universe with evolving
large-scale structure, correlators and tidal fields, ®(t)
and ¢(t,z) cannot be treated as constants. The teleo-
dynamic corrections are therefore unavoidable, in sharp
contrast to the stationary black hole case, where &
may consistently be taken as constant over the relevant
ensemble.

Horizon thermodynamics can make this distinction
even more transparent. For that, consider the appar-
ent horizon of radius rz(t) = H1(t) in a spatially flat
FLRW universe. Following [1], we model the horizon
as composed of N(H) coarse-grained cells of correlation
length £, so that

A 4
N(H) = 2 ROz (35)
X X

where A = 4rr?, = 4mH 2 is the horizon area and if each
cell carries an entropy scen, the geometric teleodynamic
entropy is

drscen 1 _ Ctp
Sgeom(H) = N(H) Scell = éi m = 2 (36)
with
47s
Crp = T;en (37)
X

In a non-equilibrium teleodynamic setting there is in ad-
dition a history-dependent entropy production term, so
that the total teleodynamic horizon entropy is

C;;D(Ef)) + / oo (t') dt’ (38)

STD (t) =

where orp(t) > 0 is the entropy production rate asso-
ciated with teleodynamic memory and fluxes. The Mis-
ner—Sharp energy inside the Hubble sphere is

Eu(t) = per(t) Vi (), (39)

with Vi (t) = 2Zr%, = FH 3 and peg(t) = 3MEH?(t)
and this gives

Bn(t) = 5 H™(0) BMAH(1) = 4mM}, s, (10)
and hence
dEy 47TM123
dH ~ H? (1)

Differentiating Eq. (38) with respect to time yields

. 2CpH  Crp
Sto =~ + + orp(t) (42)




The teleodynamic temperature is defined as

_ 0Stp _ dStp/dH
~ 0Ey  dEg/dH

Trp (43)

For slowly varying Cvp and neglecting the explicit H
dependence of the integral term in Eq. (38), one finds

dStp 2Crp
~ — 44
dH H3 (44)
and combining this with Equation (41) gives
oS C' 1
D TD2 1 (45)
OFy 2nMp H
This gives us
2w M?
Trp(H) ~ =L f (46)
Ctp

For the special calibration Ctp = 872M3 Eq. (46)
reduces to Torp = H/(2w), reproducing the Gib-
bons—Hawking temperature.

To obtain the dynamical content, we impose a
Clausius-type relation on the apparent horizon,

Q = Trp St (47)
with a flux
. 47
Q= *ﬁ(ﬁeﬂ + Pest), (48)

where peg and peg include both conventional and teleo-
dynamic contributions, and then, substituting Eqs. (46)
and (42) into Eq. (47) and using Eq. (48), one finds

dr 2 M3 20tpH  Crp
_ﬁ(peﬁ“v—peﬂ“) = CTDPH <_[—[3 F + oD
(49)
This simplifies to
_oas2 g C.’TD 30TD
—(poft + post) = Mp | —2H + H—+ H°—— | (50)
C’TD CTD
This can equivalently be
g Peft + Deft H OTD H3
H=- - 51
2M3 2 Crp + 20D 0TD (51)

Equation (51) is the teleodynamic Raychaudhuri equa-
tion. In the stationary black hole limit, one expects no
net entropy production and a fixed microstate density
per correlation area, so that

CTD = 0, OTD = 0 (52)
and Eq. (51) reduces to
H _ _peff + Deff (53)

2M2

This is the usual GR identity that underlies the ther-
modynamic derivations of Einstein’s equations. With
the calibration Ctp = 8n2M3%, the familiar Gib-
bons—Hawking entropy and temperature are recovered
[13-18]. Stationary black hole thermodynamics, there-
fore, appears as the equilibrium, constant Crp, zero op
limit of teleodynamic horizon thermodynamics.

Cosmology generically lies away from this equilibrium
limit as the Hubble rate evolves, correlation lengths,
and cell entropies change as large-scale structure forms,
and teleodynamic memory accumulates. In this regime,
Ctp and orp cannot both vanish without eliminating
the very physics responsible for dark energy, clustering
modifications, and horizon memory. The teleodynamic
corrections in Eq. (51) are thus not optional deforma-
tions, but necessary consequences of the non-equilibrium,
history-dependent character of the universe.

The combination of Egs. (25), (34), and (51) es-
tablishes a sharp distinction, which is that black holes
live in the equilibrium teleodynamic regime where the
bias functional is constant and Bekenstein-Hawking
thermodynamics is valid, while cosmology inhabits a
non-equilibrium regime where the correct coarse-grained
theory is teleodynamic. Deviations of cosmological
horizon entropy from the black hole area law are
then naturally interpreted as teleodynamic memory
corrections governed by Ctp(t) and orp(t), rather than
as ad hoc power-law deformations such as Tsallis or
Barrow entropies [19, 20]. If future observations detect
departures from Gibbons—Hawking scaling that track
the growth of large-scale structure and horizon memory,
the simplest explanation will not be a static modification
of the area law, but the fact that the universe obeys
teleodynamics while black holes obey thermodynamics.

From a quantum gravity perspective, the distinction
between black hole thermodynamics and cosmological
teleodynamics carries structural significance, as Black
hole thermodynamics arises in settings where a Killing
horizon provides a stationary environment, allowing
a microcanonical sector with well-defined charges
(M, J,Q) and a fixed surface gravity k. In such a regime,
the teleodynamic bias functional reduces to a constant,
as shown by L@ = 0, so that K[I'| = ®Tops contributes
only a normalization to the path ensemble. This collapse
of teleodynamics into ordinary thermodynamics yields
the Bekenstein-Hawking law Sgg = A/4G and also
underlies the success of string-theoretic microstate
counting, the quantum entropy function, and related
constructions.  These frameworks succeed precisely
because the microscopic Hilbert space organizes into
nearly time-independent sectors whose degeneracies are
protected by supersymmetry, modular invariance, and
conserved charges [21-23]. In this sense, the thermody-
namic split conjecture reflects a QG-relevant structural
divide - that stationary horizons admit a temperature
T = k /2w fixed by Killing symmetry - while cosmological



horizons lack the stationary environment required for
such a microstate interpretation.

Cosmology, on the other hand, is inherently non-
stationary and memory-bearing in our framework. This
semi-classical teleodynamic memory is the simplest
possible source of deviations from the standard thermo-
dynamic area law. The horizon entropy Sho,(t) oc H2(t)
already evolves because H # 0, but the full teleodynamic
entropy includes additional non-equilibrium contribu-
tions, Stp(t) = Crp(t)/H2(t) + [*dt' orp(t'), which
any stationary microstate counting cannot reproduce. If
the universe exhibits non-vanishing entropy production
orp > 0 or a time-varying microstate density Crp(t)
driven by large-scale structure and horizon memory,
then any attempt to impose a black hole-like quantum
gravity formula S = A/4G on cosmology misses the
fundamental dominant physics. The quantum gravity
implication here is clear: instead of extending black
hole thermodynamics to cosmology, a successful quan-
tum theory of cosmological horizons must incorporate
memory, coarse-graining, and non-equilibrium structure
at a fundamental level. The teleodynamic framework
shows that the smallest, most “classical” departure
from ordinary thermodynamics already generates new
cosmological horizon laws. Thus, if one is to consider
the notions of both cosmic teleodynamics and ther-
modynamic split conjecture together, then quantum
gravity should seek not to impose black hole formulas on
cosmology, but rather to explain how non-equilibrium
memory and teleodynamic bias emerge from microscopic
gravitational degrees of freedom in an expanding uni-
verse.

Also, it should be noted that the “microstate counting”

that appears in the teleodynamic derivation of cosmolog-
ical horizon entropy (38) is fundamentally different from
the quantum microstate counting underlying black hole
entropy in string theory [24-30]. Note that teleodynam-
ics counts coarse-grained, time dependent correlation
cells Nop(t) = Anor(t)/f3(t) on a dynamical FLRW
horizon and incorporates non-equilibrium memory pro-
duction through Stp(t) = Nrp(t)scen(t) + ft orp(t)dt’,
whereas string theory counts genuine quantum states in
a stationary Hilbert-space sector labeled by fixed charges
(M, J,Q) and protected by supersymmetry, modular
invariance, and the presence of a timelike Killing vector.
Because the universe possesses no such stationary
structure—its H (t) evolves, its correlation lengths grow,
and orp(t) > 0 reflects genuine gravitational memory.
This also highlights that any future quantum gravity
microstate construction capable of describing cosmology
cannot reproduce the Bekenstein—-Hawking formula
as its semiclassical limit. Instead, it must reduce to
the teleodynamic entropy. In this sense, the correct
quantum gravity ”microstates of the universe” would
have to encode non-equilibrium horizon memory rather
than stationary black hole degeneracy. This points to a
profound shift in how quantum gravity should approach
cosmological horizons and provides a deep, far-reaching
interpretation of the thermodynamic split conjecture as
well [31, 32].
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