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The final equilibrium stage of stellar evolution can result in either a black hole or a compact
object such as a white dwarf or neutron star. In general relativity, both stationary black holes and
stationary stellar configurations are known to be axisymmetric, and black hole rigidity has been
extended to several higher curvature modifications of gravity. In contrast, no comparable result had
previously been established for stationary stars beyond general relativity. In this work we extend the
stellar axisymmetry theorem to a broad class of diffeomorphism invariant metric theories. Assuming
asymptotic flatness and standard smoothness requirements, we show that the Killing symmetry
implied by thermodynamic equilibrium inside the star uniquely extends to the exterior region,
thereby enforcing rotational invariance. This demonstrates that axisymmetry of stationary stellar
configurations is not a feature peculiar to Einstein gravity but a universal property of generally
covariant gravitational theories, persisting even in the presence of higher curvature corrections.

I. INTRODUCTION

Symmetry principles play a defining role in gravi-
tational physics, constraining both the dynamics and
the possible equilibrium configurations of self-gravitating
systems. Within general relativity, this structure is ex-
emplified by the famous uniqueness theorems, which
demonstrate that all asymptotically flat, stationary, and
rotating electrovaccum black hole solutions of the Ein-
stein equations must be axisymmetric [1–3]. These re-
sults imply a remarkable rigidity: once the global charges
in a black hole spacetime such as mass, angular momen-
tum, and electric charge are fixed, the spacetime geome-
try is uniquely determined.
A parallel conclusion holds for self-gravitating mat-

ter distributions. Assuming a viscous, heat-conducting
fluid interior in a stationary, nonsingular, globally hyper-
bolic, asymptotically Minkowskian spacetime, the sta-
tionary stellar configurations are likewise required to
be axisymmetric [4]. The close correspondence be-
tween these two classes of results—one describing vac-
uum spacetimes with horizons and the other extended
matter configurations—suggests a deeper universality in
the structure of gravitational equilibrium. Axisymmetry
appears not as an incidental property but as a manifes-
tation of an underlying geometrical constraint inherent
to the dynamics of gravity. Remarkably, in the black
hole case, this aspect has also been shown to persist,
at least perturbatively, within several higher curvature
and modified theories of gravity [5]. Such findings raise
a natural but unexplored important question: does an
analogous result hold for a stationary stellar equilibrium
when Einstein’s theory is generalised? In other words, is
the axisymmetry of stationary stars a universal feature
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of gravitational systems, or a specific consequence of the
Einstein field equations?

From a broader theoretical standpoint, higher curva-
ture extensions of general relativity arise naturally in the
effective field theory description of gravity. Since the Ein-
stein–Hilbert action is perturbatively nonrenormalizable,
quantum corrections would generate an infinite tower of
curvature operators suppressed by the ultraviolet scale.
These terms are therefore not optional modifications but
unavoidable contributions obtained by integrating out
short distance degrees of freedom, providing a system-
atic and diffeomorphism invariant parametrization of de-
viations from Einstein gravity. In higher dimensional
theories, the requirement of second order field equations
uniquely selects the Lovelock class [6, 7]. They further
appear as leading corrections in string theory, where cur-
vature scales approach the quantum gravity regime [8, 9].
Phenomenologically, such terms offer a controlled arena
to test the robustness of classical results, including black
hole thermodynamics [10–14] , and help identify which
features of gravitational dynamics are genuinely univer-
sal.

The present study addresses the fundamental question
of the validity of the axisymmetry of equilibrium stel-
lar configurations beyond general relativity, particularly
for higher curvature frameworks. Our objective is to de-
termine the precise conditions under which axisymmetry
remains an inevitable feature of equilibrium and to clar-
ify the extent to which the geometric rigidity so intrinsic
to general relativity continues to hold in more general
theories of gravity. We demonstrate that the axisym-
metry of stellar equilibrium configurations is not a pe-
culiarity of Einstein’s theory alone but indeed extends
to the entire Lovelock class of gravities across arbitrary
spacetime dimensions. Furthermore, we establish that
the result can also be systematically generalized beyond
the Lovelock family to encompass a broad class of higher
curvature gravitational theories, thereby suggesting a re-
markable universality of geometric rigidity of stationary
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matter configurations even in extended gravitational the-
ories.

II. SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS WORK

To prepare the ground, we briefly summarize the ax-
isymmetry theorem for stellar configurations in general
relativity [4]. The proof crucially depends on Einstein’s
field equations, together with the assumptions of a fluid
with nonzero coefficients of heat conduction and viscosity
in a stationary, nonsingular, globally hyperbolic, asymp-
totically Minkowskian spacetime. The field equations
constrain the geometry strongly enough that any sta-
tionary stellar configuration must admit an additional
axial Killing vector field. Thus, the dynamics of gravity
combined with the matter conditions impose a rigid con-
straint on the symmetry of equilibrium states. Since the
proof explicitly relies on the Einstein equations, we re-
visit its key steps before extending it to modified gravity
theories.
Ref. [4] begins with two central results concerning rela-

tivistic fluids in stationary spacetimes. First, a nonsingu-
lar, asymptotically flat, stationary spacetime admitting
a Cauchy surface necessarily describes a fluid in thermo-
dynamic equilibrium. Stationarity implies the existence
of a timelike Killing vector ηa along which all physical
fields, including the metric gab and entropy current sa,
are Lie transported. Defining the total entropy as an in-
tegral over spacelike hypersurfaces generated along ηa,
Gauss’s theorem and ∇as

a ≥ 0 together yield ∇as
a = 0,

establishing thermodynamic equilibrium.
The second result examines the implications of equi-

librium for viscous, heat-conducting fluids. Starting with
stress-energy tensor for the fluid as

Tab = ρuaub + (p− ζθ)hab − 2ησab + qaub + qbua, (1)

vanishing entropy production enforces σab = 0, θ = 0,
and qa = 0, implying absence of shear, expansion, or heat
flow. By the Eckart theorem [15], this leads to acceler-
ation along the stationary flow lines aa ∝ ∇aT where T
is the Tolman temperature, so that ξa ≡ ua/T satisfies
the Killing equation. Hence, the fluid flow aligns with a
spacetime symmetry, and the equation of state becomes
barotropic.
The next crucial step is to extend this Killing vector

from inside of the configuration to outside. It is this
step which requires the use of Einstein’s field equations,
particularly the vacuum equation Rab = 0. Applying
2ξa = 0 and invoking the Cauchy–Kowalewsky theo-
rem [16], Ref. [4] uniquely extended ξa beyond the stel-
lar surface, showing via Holmgren’s theorem [17] that
it remains a Killing vector in the exterior vacuum. Af-
ter that, using asymptotic symmetry arguments associ-
ated with the Poincare group as well as analyticity of the
spacetime, this vector was identified as the generator of
azimuthal symmetry.

These results continue to hold in the presence of
electromagnetic fields under ideal magnetohydrodynamic
conditions, where the magnetization is advected with the
stellar four-velocity.

III. GENERALISATION TO

HIGHER-CURVATURE THEORIES

Consider a local diffeomorphism invariant metric the-
ory of gravity whose Lagrangian density is a scalar con-
structed from the metric, the Riemann tensor, and its
covariant derivatives [18, 19],

L = L
(

gjk, Rabcd, ∇eRabcd, . . . , ∇(e1 · · · ∇em)Rabcd

)

,
(2)

where parentheses denote total symmetrisation with unit
weight. This symmetrisation is imposed because any an-
tisymmetric combination of covariant derivatives can be
rewritten using the commutator identity for covariant
derivatives, which merely generates additional curvature
terms.
The vacuum field equations for a theory defined by the

Lagrangian (2) take the form [19]

Eab = − 1
2gabL+ Pa

cdeRbcde − 2∇c∇dPcabd +Wab = 0.
(3)

Here,

P cdef ≡

m
∑

i=0

(−1)i ∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)Q
e1···eicdef , (4)

with

Q e1···eicdef ≡
∂L

∂
(

∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)Rcdef

) , i = 0, . . . ,m.

(5)
The tensor Wab consists of terms built from covariant
derivatives of Q e1···eicdef together with curvature ten-
sors. It appears only when the Lagrangian depends ex-
plicitly on derivatives of the curvature (m ≥ 1), and its
full expression can be found in the Supplementary Ma-
terials. For purely algebraic curvature theories (m = 0),
one has Wab = 0.
With these preliminaries in hand, we now examine the

generalisation of the stellar axisymmetry theorem and
show that the essential result continues to hold in such
higher curvature theories, in close parallel with the situ-
ation in Einstein gravity.

A. Existence of the Killing vector

The first two results discussed in Section II, concerning
a general-relativistic fluid with nonzero viscosity and
heat conduction in thermodynamic equilibrium, remain
valid in any diffeomorphism-invariant metric theory of
gravity for which the stress–energy tensor is covariantly
conserved, ∇aT

ab = 0, and the Einstein equivalence
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principle holds. This encompasses Einstein’s general
relativity, Lovelock gravity, metric f(R) gravity, and
scalar–tensor theories with minimal coupling. More
generally, the theorem applies to any minimally coupled
diffeomorphism-invariant metric of gravity described
by a Lagrangian in Eq.(2), if it obeys the Einstein
equivalence principle. However, the theorem may fail in
theories with nonminimal matter–curvature couplings—
such as f(R, T ) models, or other modified gravities
where ∇aT

ab ̸= 0. Throughout this manuscript, we
restrict attention to theories in which this condition
holds. We therefore have an additional Killing vector
inside the star, which is proportional to the four velocity
of fluid particles.

Once the existence of the Killing vector field inside the
star has been established, assuming that the stellar sur-
face, say Σ, is compatible with the exterior geometry and
constitutes a non-characteristic surface of the equation

2ξa = −Ra
bξ

b, (6)

the Killing vector can be extended to the exterior re-
gion by means of this equation. Since ξa satisfies the
Killing equation throughout the stellar interior, continu-
ity ensures that Eq. (6) also holds on the stellar surface.
Assuming the coefficients in Eq. (6) are smooth on the
surface of the star, taking ξb and ∂aξ

b on stellar surface
as initial Cauchy data, the well-posedness of the Cauchy
problem for normally hyperbolic equations implies the
existence of a unique solution just outside the surface of
the star [20–23].

B. Properties of the extension beyond the surface

1. Lovelock theory

We begin with Lovelock theories of gravity. The field
equations of a general diffeomorphism invariant metric
theory typically involve higher order derivatives and may
exhibit various pathologies, including perturbative ghost
modes. A well motivated and distinguished subclass is
provided by the Lovelock theories, whose equations of
motion remain second order and are free from ghost in-
stabilities [6, 24, 25]. These theories correspond to La-
grangians that depend only on the metric and the Rie-
mann tensor, that is, the case m = 0 in Eq. (2), together
with the defining conditions

∇iP
abcd = 0, Wab = 0, (7)

where the index i may be any index of the tensor P abcd.
To show that the vector field ξ, extended beyond the

stellar surface, becomes a Killing vector in the exterior
region, we begin with the vacuum field equation of Love-
lock theories, given in Eq. (3), which reduces to

Ra
b ≡ Pb

mcd Ra
mcd = 0. (8)

The tensor Pb
mcd, defined in Eq. (4), results from dif-

ferentiating the Lovelock Lagrangian with respect to the
Riemann tensor. It incorporates the contributions of all
Lovelock densities up to the highest non trivial order
permitted by the spacetime dimension and shares the
algebraic symmetries of the Riemann tensor. Despite
being derived from an action that includes higher cur-
vature invariants, the field equations (8) remain strictly
second order in the metric, thereby avoiding Ostrograd-
sky instabilities and ensuring a well posed classical the-
ory. The tensor Ra

b thus serves as a generalized Ricci
tensor, whose vanishing characterizes the vacuum sector
of Lovelock gravity.
Since LξR

a
b = 0, it leads to a differential equation of

the deformation tensor tab ≡ ∇aξb + ∇bξa. It charac-
terizes how the flow generated by ξa locally distorts the
metric or nearby worldlines. When tab = 0, the vector
field ξa is Killing. More generally, tab describes the ex-
pansion and shear of the associated congruence, with the
antisymmetric part removed.
Using the symmetries of the Riemann tensor together

with the Lovelock vacuum equations, we obtain the final
equation as (see Eq.(I.26) in the Supplementary Materi-
als)

0 = Pbm
cd
(

∇d∇
atc

m −∇d∇
mtac

)

+
1

2
Pb

mcd
(

Re
mdc t

a
e −Ra

edc t
e
m

)

+Ra
mcd

[

2
∂Pb

mcd

∂Ra′m′
c′d′

∇d′∇a′

tc′
m′

−
∂Pb

mcd

∂ga′b′
ta

′b′
]

.

(9)
In the case of general relativity, we have
Pb

mcd =
(

δcb g
dm − δdb g

cm
)

/2 the above identity re-
duces to the Eq. (21) of [4].

The linear, second order, coupled system of partial
differential equations in Eq. (9) for the deformation
tensor tab constitutes a Cauchy problem whose initial
data are prescribed on a spacelike, non characteristic
hypersurface Σ. As we show below, Holmgren’s unique-
ness theorem [17, 23] implies that the only solution
compatible with vanishing initial data is the trivial one,
tab = 0.

The tensor tab depends on the vector field ξa, the met-
ric gab, and their first derivatives. We assume that the
star has a bounded stress–energy tensor consistent with
a non-singular manifold. At the surface Σ of the star
we assume the pressure to vanish, while one can allow
a bounded jump in the density ρ across the surface.
From the junction conditions, appropriately generalized
to Lovelock theories [26–30], then the metric and its first
derivatives are continuous across Σ and all second deriva-
tives are continuous, except for ∂n∂ngab where ni is the
normal to Σ, where there could be a discontinuity. The
construction of the extension ensures that ξa and its first
derivatives are also continuous across Σ. Consequently,
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tab is continuous across Σ, and since it vanishes in the in-
terior region, it must vanish on Σ itself. We next examine
the first derivatives of tab,

∂ctab = ∂c
(

ξd∂dgab + gad ∂bξ
d + gdb ∂aξ

d
)

. (10)

In Eq. (10), the only term containing a second derivative
of the metric is ξd∂c∂dgab, which is continuous across Σ
since ξa is tangent to Σ. To show continuity of the rele-
vant second derivatives of ξa, we use Eq. (6). Expanding
its left-hand side in coordinates gives

∇a∇
aξb = gcd ∂c∂dξ

b −Rb
c ξ

c

+ ξd∂d
(

gceΓb
ce

)

+ F b(g, ∂g, ξ, ∂ξ).
(11)

where the function F b depends only on the metric, the
vector field, and their first derivatives, and is therefore
continuous across Σ. Combining Eq. (6) with Eq. (11)
yields an explicit expression for the second derivatives of
ξb,

gcd∂c∂dξ
b = − ξd∂d

(

gceΓb
ce

)

− F b(g, ∂g, ξ, ∂ξ), (12)

whose right-hand side is continuous at Σ. Thus all terms
appearing in the first derivatives of tab are continuous
across Σ, and ∂ctab also vanishes on Σ.
The tensors tab and ∂ctab on Σ therefore supply Cauchy

data for Eq. (9). In a stationary vacuum spacetime,
the metric is analytic in suitable coordinates, and since
Eq. (9) forms a linear system with analytic coefficients,
Holmgren’s uniqueness theorem [17, 23] guarantees that
the vanishing initial data lead to the unique analytic so-
lution tab = 0. Hence, the extension defined by Eq. (6)
must be a Killing vector field in the exterior region.
Stationarity implies the existence of an additional

Killing vector field ηa. Denoting by lb the Lie deriva-
tive of ξb along ηa, and using the fact that ηa commutes
with the wave operator, we obtain

2lb = Lη(2ξ
b) = −Rb

c l
c. (13)

In the last step we have used Eq. (6) and the fact that
the Lie derivative of the Ricci tensor vanishes along a
Killing vector field. The equation admits lb = 0 as a
solution, and by the uniqueness result established above,
with vanishing Cauchy data on the stellar surface, this
solution is the only one. Therefore, the two Killing vector
fields commute.

2. Gravity beyond second order

The situation becomes more involved once one goes be-
yond Lovelock’s theories. In general, in higher-curvature
or effective models, the field equations acquire additional
dynamical features. Setting LξEab = 0 in Eq.(3) gives
the linear differential equation with at most (m + 4)
derivatives of tab , with tab = 0 as a solution (see

Eq.(I.42) of the Supplementary Materials). In the
generic situation—absent Lovelock-type cancellations—
this bound is saturated, so the principal part of LξEab

has differential order m+ 4 acting on tab.
To prove the uniqueness of the solution tab = 0, we

proceed as in the preceding subsection. We assume that
the star has a bounded stress–energy tensor with at-most
a finite jump across the surface Σ, one can then have
g ∈ Cm+3, and no components with differential orderm+
4 that appear are discontinuous except perhaps for the
nink∂ni

∂nk
gab, similar to the case in Lovelock theories.

Then ∇r+1ξ, and hence ∇rt, are continuous across the
stellar surface Σ for all r ≤ m+3 (see the supplementary
material). Since tab = 0 inside the star, continuity gives

∇rtab
∣

∣

Σ
= 0 (∀ r ≤ m+ 3). (14)

Equivalently, one may view LξEab as a linear differen-
tial operator in tab = Lξgab by replacing Lξg 7→ t and
LξΓ 7→ 1

2 g
−1 ∗ ∇t, yielding a homogeneous equation

Gab[t] = 0 with principal order m+4. On the space-
like, non-characteristic hypersurface Σ then the normal
derivatives vanish up to order (m+3),

(n·∇)ktab
∣

∣

Σ
= 0 (k = 0, 1, . . . ,m+3), (15)

and the intrinsic constraints induced on Σ by Gab[t] =
0 hold. This bootstrap provides the full vanishing jet
∇rt|Σ = 0 for all r ≤ m+3, ensuring the sufficient initial
data for the Cauchy problem of order-(m+4) t–equations
(see the discussion bellow Eq.(I.42) of the Supplementary
Materials).
The uniqueness theorem of Holmgren, applied to

higher order differential equations, again yields tab = 0 as
a unique solution just outside the surface of the star, as
t = 0 is a solution of system of PDEs [17]. Therefore, ξa

is a Killing vector field. Furthermore, it commutes with
the timelike Killing vector field ηa, the proof of which is
identical to the case of Lovelock theory discussed in the
previous subsection. Furthermore, Eq.(13) holds, and lb

is a unique solution for the general theory. So, the Killing
vector fields ξb and ηb commute with each other.

C. Axisymmetry of the exterior spacetime

By analytic continuation the Killing vector fields dis-
cussed in the preceding subsections can be extended to
cover the full spacetime outside the star. Consequently,
the manifold admits two globally defined Killing vec-
tor fields, which commute with each other. We now
ask: what symmetry does the isometry generated by these
Killing vector fields encode? To answer this we as-
sume the spacetime to be asymtotically Minkowski. The
Minkowski spacetime possesses the full Poincaré group
of isometries, any Killing vector in the physical space-
time must, in that asymptotic region, resemble one of
the Poincaré generators.
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A spacetime containing a star cannot be invariant un-
der spatial translations or Lorentz boosts, as these would
shift or deform the matter distribution. Thus the only
reasonable symmetries are those of time translations and
spatial rotations. The globally timelike Killing vector
field ηa accounts for the time-translation symmetry. Con-
sequently, the other Killing vector field ξa must asymp-
totically match a combination of a rotational generator
and the timelike generator. Hence the spacetime admits
rotational invariance about an axis; in other words, it is
axisymmetric.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this work, we have shown that the axisymmetry
of stationary rotating stars is not a special feature of
Einstein gravity but a robust property of a wide class
of diffeomorphism invariant metric theories, including
Lovelock gravity and higher curvature extensions. The
key ingredients behind this result are the conditions
of thermodynamic equilibrium, conservation of the
stress–energy tensor, and the regularity of the stellar
surface. These ensure the existence of a Killing vector
aligned with the fluid flow inside the star and allow
its unique extension into the exterior vacuum 1 For
Lovelock theories, this follows from second order field
equations and analytic uniqueness. For higher derivative
theories, the deformation equations become higher order
but remain sufficiently well behaved to guarantee that
the extended vector continues to satisfy the Killing
equation in the exterior.

The combination of this extended Killing vector with
the stationary Killing field leads to two commuting sym-
metries. Asymptotic flatness then plays a decisive role:
it restricts the asymptotic symmetry algebra to that of
the Poincaré group, leaving only time translations and
spatial rotations as compatible with a localized matter
distribution. Hence the second Killing vector must
generate a rotational symmetry at infinity, enforcing
axisymmetry of the full spacetime.

The universal axisymmetry property leads to im-
portant observational consequences. In any theory
consistent with our assumptions, a rotating star cannot

remain stationary while carrying non axisymmetric
multipolar structure. A robust detection of persistent
violation of axisymmetric would therefore signal new
gravitational physics, suggesting either a breakdown of
metric theories or violations of the equivalence princi-
ple. Such effects could manifest in gravitational wave
observations, where such asymmetries would distort
the quasinormal mode spectrum, or in high resolution
Event Horizon Telescope images, where shadow or
emission features could indicate non standard exterior
symmetries. In addition, precise tracking of stellar orbits
near the galactic centre black hole provides a further
channel to probe possible departures from axisymmetry.
Thus, confirming axisymmetry of stellar exterior along
with the black hole results reinforce confidence across
a wide class of effective theories, while its violation
would open a rare observational window into non metric
gravitational dynamics.

Finally, our results highlight natural directions for fur-
ther work. The role of boundary conditions deserves
closer examination in spacetimes that are not asymptoti-
cally flat. In de Sitter space, the absence of spatial infin-
ity and the presence of cosmological horizons complicate
the identification of rotational generators. In anti de Sit-
ter space, the richer asymptotic symmetry group and the
need for boundary conditions at the conformal boundary
may allow or forbid different symmetry extensions. Ex-
tending the analysis to these cases, and to more general
matter models including strong magnetic fields or dissi-
pative effects, would help clarify how far the universality
of axisymmetry extends beyond the scenarios considered
here.
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Supplementary Materials

I. FIELD EQUATION FOR THE GENERAL THEORY

Let us consider a local diffeomorphism-invariant metric theory of gravity described by a Lagrangian density that is
built from the metric, the Riemann tensor, and its covariant derivatives [1, 2],

L = L
(

gjk, Rabcd, ∇eRabcd, . . . ,∇(e1 · · · ∇em)Rabcd

)

, (I.1)

where parentheses on a string of indices denote total symmetrisation with weight one. The symmetrisation is imposed
because antisymmetric combinations of derivatives can be rewritten using commutators of covariant derivatives, which
generate additional curvature tensors, so keeping only the symmetrised parts avoids redundancy. We also employ a
multi-index shorthand:

Fi ≡ (e1 · · · ei), ∇(Fi) ≡ ∇(e1 · · · ∇ei), (I.2)

and define

Q e1···eicdef ≡ ∂L

∂
(

∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)Rcdef

) , i = 0, . . . ,m, (I.3)

so that Qcdef for i = 0 is ∂L/∂Rcdef .
Varying the action

S =

∫

dDx
√−g L (I.4)

with respect to the metric produces three kinds of contributions: the variation of the volume element, the algebraic de-
pendence of L on gab, and the dependence through the Riemann tensor and its covariant derivatives. The contribution
to δL coming from the curvature-derivative dependence is

δL
∣

∣

∣

R,∇R,...
=

m
∑

i=0

Q e1···eicdef δ
(

∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)Rcdef

)

. (I.5)

For each fixed i ≥ 1 we perform integration by parts repeatedly to move the i symmetrized covariant derivatives off
the variation δRcdef and onto the coefficient [6]. Schematically,

∫

dDx
√−g Q e1···eicdef δ

(

∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)Rcdef

)

=

∫

dDx
√−g (−1)i∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)Q

e1···eicdef δRcdef

+ (boundary terms) + (commutator curvature terms). (I.6)

The overall factor (−1)i arises from moving i fully symmetrized covariant derivatives onto Q[7]. When commuting
covariant derivatives in (I.6), additional curvature contractions are generated. Summing the i-terms (including i = 0)
the first term in the right hand side of Eq.(I.6) gives:

P cdef ≡
m
∑

i=0

(−1)i∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)Q
e1···eicdef . (I.7)

The tensor P cdef inherits the algebraic symmetries of the Riemann tensor. For the variation of the Riemann tensor,
we recall the compact identity

δRabcd = 1
2

(

∇c∇b δgad +∇d∇a δgbc −∇c∇a δgbd −∇d∇b δgac
)

+ δge[cR
e
d]ab + δge[aR

e
b]cd, (I.8)

which already incorporates the commutator identities introduced above. Substituting (I.8) into
∫

P abcdδRabcd, inte-

grating by parts, and using the symmetries of P abcd, one obtains the standard result
∫

dDx
√−g P abcd δRabcd =

∫

dDx
√−g

(

− 2∇c∇dPcabd + Pa
cdeRbcde

)

δgab + (b.t.). (I.9)
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The remaining terms can be combined to give a tensor Wab that appear only when the Lagrangian depends on
covariant derivatives of the curvature (m ≥ 1). For m = 0, we have Wab = 0. The tensor Wab admits a finite
decomposition

Wab =
m
∑

i=1

W
(i)
ab , (I.10)

in agreement with Eq. (143) of [2]. Each term W
(i)
ab further splits into symmetric and antisymmetric parts, as in

Eq. (145) of [2]:

W
(i)
ab = W

(i)
(ab) + W

(i)
[ab] . (I.11)

These components can be written explicitly as

W
(i)
(ab) =

1

2

[ i
∑

k=1

(−1)k−1gah

(

∇e1 · · · ∇ek−1
Qe1···ei−1(h | cdef | ∇b) ∇ek · · · ∇ei−1

Rcdef

)

+
(

∇e Û
(i)
(ab)

e −∇e Û
(i) e

(ab)

)

+
(

∇e Ũ
(i)
(ab)

e −∇e Ũ
(i) e

ab

)

]

,

(I.12)

W
(i)
[ab] =

1

2

[ i
∑

k=1

(−1)k−1
(

gah∇e1 · · · ∇ek−1
Qe1···ei−1[h | cdef | ∇b] ∇ek · · · ∇ei−1 Rcdef

)

+ ∇e Û
(i)
[ a |

e
| b] + ∇e Ũ

(i)
[ab]

e

]

,

(I.13)

where,

Û cab
(i) = 4

i
∑

k=1

(−1)k
(

∇λ1
· · · ∇λk−1

Qλ1···λk−1aλk+1···λibnrs
)

∇λk+1
· · · ∇λi

Rc
nrs, (I.14)

Ũ cab
(i) =

i−1
∑

k=1

i
∑

j=k+1

(−1)k
(

∇λ1
· · · ∇λk−1

Qλ1···λk−1aλk+1···λj−1bλj+1···λiτnrs
)

∇λk+1
· · · ∇λj−1

∇c∇λj+1
· · · ∇λi

Rτnrs. (I.15)

Collecting the volume-element and algebraic metric-dependence pieces together with the curvature-derived contri-
bution (I.9), the variation of the Lagrangian density can be written

δ(
√−gL) =

√−g Eab δg
ab +

√−g∇mΘm(δg), (I.16)

with filed equation

Eab ≡ − 1
2gabL+ Pa

cdeRbcde − 2∇c∇dPcabd +Wab = 0. (I.17)

Each ∇(Fi)R carries (i + 2) derivatives of the metric. Since L depends on these up to i = m, the coefficients QEi

may involve up to (m+ 2) derivatives of g. Acting with up to i additional derivatives to form P gives terms with as
many as 2m+2 derivatives. Finally, the ∇∇P contribution to Eab adds two more, so the field equations Eab = 0 can
contain up to 2(m + 2) derivatives of g. For example: R2 (m = 0) yields fourth order, (∇R)2 (m = 1) yields sixth
order, etc.

A. Equation for the deformation in Lovelock theory of gravity

The field equation in vacuum for the Lovelock theories of gravity is given by

Ra
b ≡ P ijk

b Ra
ijk = 0. (I.18)
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Let’s now compute:

LξRa
b = Lξ

(

P ijk
b Ra

ijk

)

(I.19)

=
((

LξP
ijk

b

)

Ra
ijk + P ijk

b

(

LξR
a
ijk

)

)

. (I.20)

The Lagrangian of this theory depends on gab and Ra
bcd, but not on the covariant derivative of Ra

bcd. So,

LξRa
b = (LξR

a
mcd)P

mcd
b +Ra

mcd Lξ

(

∂L

∂Rb
mcd

)

(I.21)

= (LξR
a
mcd)P

mcd
b +Ra

mcd

(

∂

∂Rb
mcd

(

∂L

∂ga′b′

)

Lξg
a′b′ +

∂

∂Rb
mcd

(

∂L

∂Ra′

m′c′d′

)

LξR
a′

m′c′d′

)

. (I.22)

Let us first evaluate the Lie derivative of the Riemann tensor.

LξR
a
mcd = ∇c(LξΓ

a
dm)−∇d(LξΓ

a
cm)

=
1

2
∇c

[

gai (−∇iLξgdm +∇dLξgmi +∇mLξgdi)
]

− 1

2
∇d

[

gai (−∇iLξgcm +∇cLξgmi +∇mLξgci)
]

=
1

2
gai
[

−∇c∇itdm +∇c∇dtmi +∇c∇mtdi +∇d∇itcm −∇d∇ctmi −∇d∇mtci

]

=
1

2

[

−∇c∇atdm +Re
mdct

a
e −Ra

edct
e
m +∇c∇mtad +∇d∇atcm −∇d∇mtac

]

Contracting both sides with P mcd
b , renaming the repeated indices c → d and d → c in the first term, and using the

antisymmetry of the Riemann tensor, we obtain

P mcd
b LξR

a
mcd =

P mcd
b

2

[

2∇d∇atcm − 2∇d∇mtac +Re
mdc t

a
e −Ra

edm tem

]

. (I.23)

= P cd
bm (∇d∇atmc −∇d∇mtac ) +

1
2P

mcd
b (Re

mdc t
a
e −Ra

edc t
e
m) . (I.24)

Substituting the above expression, Eq. (I.24), into Eq. (I.22), along with the similar simplifications for the second and
third terms, we get

LξRa
b = P cd

bm (∇d∇atmc −∇d∇mtac ) +
1
2P

mcd
b (Re

mdc t
a
e −Ra

edc t
e
m) +Ra

mcd

(

2
∂P mcd

b

∂Ra′m′

c′d′

∇d′∇a′

tm
′

c′ − ∂P mcd
b

∂ga′b′
ta

′b′
)

(I.25)

Using the field equation of the Lovelock theories of gravity in the left hand side we get

P cd
bm (∇d∇atmc −∇d∇mtac ) +

1
2P

mcd
b (Re

mdc t
a
e −Ra

edc t
e
m) +Ra

mcd

(

2
∂P mcd

b

∂Ra′m′

c′d′

∇d′∇a′

tm
′

c′ − ∂P mcd
b

∂ga′b′
ta

′b′
)

= 0

(I.26)

B. Equation for the deformation in the general theory

Taking the Lie derivative of the field equation in the general theory, discussed in Eq.(I.17), we get

LξEab = − 1
2 (Lξgab)L− 1

2gabLξL+ (LξPa
cde)Rbcde + Pa

cdeLξRbcde − 2Lξ

(

∇c∇dPcabd

)

+ LξWab = 0. (I.27)

Now we compute the Lie derivative of different terms in Eq.(I.27). Defining tab ≡ Lξgab = 2∇(aξb) and using

Lξg
ab = −tab, Lξ

√−g = 1
2

√−g gabtab, (I.28)

LξL =
∂L

∂gpq
Lξg

pq +

m
∑

i=0

QFicdefLξ(∇(Fi)Rcdef ) = − ∂L

∂gpq
tpq +

m
∑

i=0

QFicdefLξ(∇(Fi)Rcdef ), (I.29)
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we obtain

LξEab = − 1
2 tabL+ 1

2gab
∂L

∂gpq
tpq − 1

2gab

m
∑

i=0

QFicdefLξ(∇(Fi)Rcdef ) (I.30)

+ (LξPa
cde)Rbcde + Pa

cdeLξRbcde − 2Lξ(∇c∇dPcabd) + LξWab = 0.

Starting from the definition of the Lie derivative acting on the covariant derivative of a (p, q)-tensor T :

Lξ

(

∇fT
a1···ap

b1···bq

)

= ξc∇c

(

∇fT
a1···ap

b1···bq

)

− (∇cξ
a1)∇fT

ca2···ap
b1···bq − · · ·+ (∇b1ξ

c)∇fT
a1···ap

cb2···bq + · · · ,
(I.31)

subtracting ∇f (LξT
a1···ap

b1···bq ) from the left-hand side, and using identity

LξΓ
a
bc = ∇b∇cξ

a +Ra
cbd ξ

d (I.32)

we obtain [3–5]:

Lξ

(

∇fT
a1···ap

b1···bq

)

= ∇f

(

LξT
a1···ap

b1···bq

)

+

p
∑

i=1

(LξΓ
ai

fe)T
a1···e···ap

b1···bq −
q
∑

j=1

(

LξΓ
e
fbj

)

T a1···ap
b1···e···bq . (I.33)

Using the above general identity we get

Lξ

(

∇fRamcd

)

= ∇f

(

LξRamcd

)

+
(

LξΓ
a
fe

)

Re
mcd −

(

LξΓ
e
fm

)

Raecd −
(

LξΓ
e
fc

)

Ramed −
(

LξΓ
e
fd

)

Ramce.

= ∇f (LξR
a
mcd) +

1
2g

as(∇f tse +∇stfe −∇etfs)R
e
mcd − 1

2g
es(∇f tms +∇mtfs −∇stfm)Ra

ecd

− 1
2g

es(∇f tcs +∇ctfs −∇stfc)R
a
med − 1

2g
es(∇f tds +∇dtfs −∇stfd)R

a
mce, (I.34)

where

LξRabcd = 1
2

(

∇c∇btad +∇d∇atbc −∇c∇atbd −∇d∇btac

)

+ te[aR
e
b]cd + te[cR

e
d]ab. (I.35)

Repeating the same procedure for higher symmetrized derivatives one gets:

Lξ

(

∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)Rabcd

)

= ∇(e1 · · · ∇ei)(LξRabcd) +
i
∑

r=1

C(r)
e1···ei abcd

[∇(≤r)t,∇(≤i−r)R], (I.36)

with each C(r) containing at most r derivatives on t. Using chain rule we get

LξP
a
cde =

∂P a
cde

∂gpq
(−tpq) +

m
∑

j=0

∂P a
cde

∂(∇(Fj)Rghij)
Lξ(∇(Fj)Rghij). (I.37)

For the double divergence:

−2Lξ

(

∇c∇dPcabd

)

= −2∇c∇d
(

LξPcabd

)

+ 2 tce ∇e∇dPcabd + 2 tdf ∇c∇fPcabd + Jab

[

P ;∇t,∇∇t
]

, (I.38)

with Jab given by

Jab[P ;∇t,∇∇t] ≡ −2
{

(LξΓ)
e
c
c ∇dPeabd + 2 (LξΓ)

d
ce ∇cP e

abd +
(

∇c(LξΓ)
d
ce

)

P e
abd

}

. (I.39)

with

LξΓ
p
qr = 1

2g
ps
(

∇qtrs +∇rtqs −∇stqr
)

. (I.40)

Since both W
(i)
(ab) and W

(i)
[ab] are constructed covariantly from the metric and from covariant derivatives of the curva-

ture (entering partly through the symmetrised blocks ∇(Fj)R that define the Q’s, and partly through unsymmetrised

derivative strings in the Û (i) and Ũ (i) terms), the Lie derivative of Wab can be written as

LξWab =
∂Wab

∂gpq
(

− tpq
)

+
∑

I

∂Wab

∂TI
LξTI , (I.41)
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where the set {TI} runs over the independent curvature–derivative tensors that actually appear in Wab. We note
that each term in the set LξTI depends on tab linearly and are 0 when tab = 0. To estimate the derivative order,
note that Rabcd involves up to two derivatives of the metric, so ∇(Fj)Rabcd contains up to j + 2 derivatives of gab.
Under a metric variation δgab = Lξgab = tab, the linearized variation of the curvature contains two derivatives of δg,
i.e. δR ∼ ∇∇t. Therefore varying any (symmetrised or unsymmetrised) derivative string of R yields terms with up
to j + 2 covariant derivatives acting on tab. Since j ≤ m, it follows that LξWab is built from tab and its covariant
derivatives, with at most m+ 2 derivatives of tab in the worst case (equivalently, up to m+ 3 derivatives of ξa).
Gathering terms by their structure in tab we can reorganize LξEab = 0, in Eq.(I.30) and get

Pa
mcd
(

∇d∇btmc −∇d∇mtbc

)

+ 1
2 Pa

mcd
(

Re
mdc tbe −R e

b dc tme

)

+Rbmcd

(

2
∂Pa

mcd

∂Ra′m′c′d′

∇d′∇a′tm′c′ −
∂Pa

mcd

∂ga′b′
ta

′b′
)

− 1
2 tab L+ 1

2 gab
∂L

∂ga′b′
ta

′b′

− gabP
cdef

(

∇e∇dtcf +
1

2

(

te′[cR
e′

d]ef + te′[eR
e′

f ]cd

))

− 2

[

2∇m∇n

(

∂Pmanb

∂Ra′m′c′d′

)

∇d′∇a′tm′c′ −∇m∇n

(

∂Pmanb

∂ga′b′

)

ta
′b′ + · · ·

]

+ 2 tce ∇e∇dPcabd + 2 tdf ∇c∇fPcabd + Jab

[

P ;∇t,∇∇t
]

+Wab

[

t,∇t, . . . ,∇m+2t
]

= 0. (I.42)

Here, Wab collects all terms descending from LξWab and from Lξ(∇(Ei)R) with i ≥ 1. The ellipsis “· · · ” encompasses
further contributions arising from differentiating P with respect to higher symmetrised curvature derivatives. The
above equation (I.42) is linear in tab. When interpreting LξEab as a differential operator on the deformation tensor
tab = Lξgab, all contributions have a common structure: each Lξ(∇(Fj)R) produces at most (j +2) derivatives of tab,
since LξR ∼ ∇∇t+ tR carries two derivatives of t and the j symmetrised covariant derivatives add at most j more.
The maximal case j = m gives (m + 2) derivatives of t. Any extra covariant derivatives outside such as the term
∇c∇d in

−2∇c∇d( ∂P
∂(∇(Fm)R) Lξ(∇(Em)R)), (I.43)

or the analogous derivatives in Wab and related terms, can increase the order by at most two. Therefore, regardless of
which piece of Eab one considers, the Lie derivative LξEab contains at most (m+ 4) derivatives of tab. In the generic
situation—absent Lovelock-type cancellations or Bianchi-type identities—this bound is saturated, so the principal
part of LξEab has differential order m+ 4 acting on tab.

We notice that tab = 0 is a solution of Eq.(I.42). To show its uniqueness, with vanishing Cauchy data at the stellar
surface, in the next subsection we follow an approach similar to the case of Lovelock theories discussed in the main
text.

C. Uniqueness for the general theory

We consider a smooth hypersurface Σ that separates the stellar interior M1 from the exterior region M2. Let ξa

denotes the Killing field in M1 tangent to Σ, and we extend it near Σ by the vector wave equation

∇a∇aξb = −Rb
c ξ

c. (I.44)

Writing Eq.(I.44) in coordinates, we have

gµν∂µ∂νξ
b = −Bb(ξ, ∂ξ, g, ∂g)− ξd∂d

(

gceΓb
ce

)

, (I.45)

where Bb depends on ∂g (via Γ) and ∂2g (via ∂Γ). Since the RHS of (I.45) is continuous under our assumptions, it
follows that ∂2ξ and thus ∇t are continuous.
Differentiating (I.44) and commuting derivatives yields schematically

∇3ξ = (∇R) · ξ +R · ∇ξ. (I.46)
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We also assume that the hypersurface Σ is non-characteristic for the wave operator □g, so that the principal part
gµν∂µ∂ν can be inverted to solve for the highest normal derivative. After (r − 1) differentiations, the coordinate
version reads

gµν∂µ∂ν(∂
r−1ξ) = Fr

(

ξ, ∂ξ, . . . , ∂rξ; g, ∂g, . . . , ∂r+1g; R,∇R, . . . ,∇r−1R
)

, (I.47)

where the derivative-counting is consistent because: differentiating Christoffel symbols up to (r−1) times produces up
to ∂r+1g, the curvature derivatives ∇ r−1R also involve ∂r+1g. Now, if g ∈ Cm+3, and no components with differential
order m+ 4 that appear are discontinuous, similar to the case in Lovelock theories, then ∇r+1ξ, and hence ∇rt, are
continuous across Σ for all r ≤ m+ 3. Since t = 0 in M1, continuity gives

∇rtab
∣

∣

Σ
= 0 (∀r ≤ m+ 3). (I.48)

Equivalently, one may view LξEab as a linear differential operator in tab = Lξgab by replacing Lξg 7→ t and
LξΓ 7→ 1

2 g
−1 ∗ ∇t, yielding a homogeneous equation Gab[t] = 0 with principal order m+4. On the spacelike, non-

characteristic hypersurface Σ, then the normal derivatives vanish up to order (m+3),

(n·∇)ktab
∣

∣

Σ
= 0 (k = 0, 1, . . . ,m+3), (I.49)

and the intrinsic constraints induced on Σ by Gab[t] = 0 hold. This bootstrap provides the full vanishing jet ∇rt|Σ = 0
for all r ≤ m+3, ensuring the sufficient initial data for the Cauchy problem of order-(m+4) t–equations. The
uniqueness theorem of Holmgren again yields tab ≡ 0 just outside the surface of the star, as t = 0 is a solution of the
system of differential equations shown in Eq.(I.42).
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[6] For instance, in order to separate out a term proportional to δRµνρσ from Qλµνρσ δ∇λRµνρσ, one is able to achieve this by

expressing such a term as

Q
λµνρσ

δ∇λRµνρσ = Q
λµνρσ∇λδRµνρσ − 4Qαβνρσ

Rλνρσ δΓλ
αβ

= ∇µ

(

Q
µαβρσ

δRαβρσ

)

− (∇λQ
λµνρσ) δRµνρσ − 4Qαβνρσ

Rλνρσ δΓλ
αβ .

where the following has been used in the first line:

δ(∇λRµνρσ) = ∇λ(δRµνρσ)− δΓα
λµRανρσ − δΓα

λνRµαρσ − δΓα
λρRµνασ − δΓα

λσRµνρα.

[7] Each integration by parts on a covariant derivative produces a minus sign,

∫

d
D
x
√
−g A

a∇aB = −
∫

d
D
x
√
−g (∇aA

a)B + (boundary).

Applying this identity repeatedly for i symmetrised derivatives yields the overall factor (−1)i.
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