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Three decades ago, Ted Jacobson surprised us with a very appealing approach to classical
gravity. According to him, the gravitational field equations are the consequence of the first law
of thermodynamics applied to a Rindler observer. Jacobson’s approach being formulated for
Riemannian geometries, we have wondered what its consequences would be for non-Riemannian
geometries. The results of our quest have been particularly appealing: we have found that the
theory that derives from the Einstein-Hilbert action, arguably “the simplest one”, does not belong
to the pool of gravitational theories available for Nature’s selection (except in the Riemannian
case). In the search for a unique alternative, we have considered the hypotheses employed in the
formulation of the Lanczos-Lovelock theories of gravity. Together, the two approaches point toward
the theory that derives from the Einstein-Hilbert action plus a term quadratic in the torsion vector
as the one that would be selected by Nature in the non-Riemannian case without non metricity
(when the energy-momentum tensor is identified as its metric version). The same strategy cannot
be followed in the full non-Riemannian case (and in the previous case when the energy-momentum
tensor is identified as its canonical version) as the two approaches are mutually inconsistent.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Did Nature have any choice when selecting its own
laws? This is a very profound and interesting question,
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even more nowadays when a plethora of non-standard
scenarios, either well justified or not, populate the
scientific literature. It is true that well established
models and theories exhibit internal inconsistencies,
pathologies, or, at best, some lack of capacity to
explain key phenomena;1 this is, however, a normal
characteristic of effective theories. We should be very
careful when proposing new models or theories that,
supposedly, supersede the standard ones; perhaps the
latter, despite their shortcomings, are the most favoured
by observations in a larger range of applicability (larger
than we think) or in a specific framework (e.g., the
classical or the quantum frameworks if we are led
to consider determinism). In the specific case of
gravity theories, General Relativity (GR) inevitably
comes together with singularities [5]. Of course, these
singularities do not correspond to physical effects but,
instead, signal the limits of the theory. GR is, then, an
effective theory [6, 7] that, as always has happened, will
be superseded by another most powerful one; but then
a key question raises: is this new theory in the realm
of classical physics or does it belong to the quantum
framework? If it belongs to the quantum framework,
GR will always be the best classical gravity theory at
our disposal. Is this really true? Did Nature have no
choice when selecting the classical gravitational laws?
In this paper, we have tried to give a step forward in
this direction by assuming two reasonable hypotheses:
the spacetime is described by a smooth manifold M
[8], which might or might not be Riemannian, and the
classical gravitational dynamics is intimately related to
the laws of thermodynamics [9, 10]. By analyzing the
implications of the thermodynamics’ laws, particularly
the first one, on the affine and metric structures on M,
we now have a panoramic view of the options Nature had.
The relation between gravity and thermodynamics

started in the 70’s when a set of four laws describing
the mechanics of black holes was formulated in [11, 12].
These laws were initially derived within the framework of
GR and formal analogies to the laws of thermodynamics
were established. However, following Hawking’s work in
[13, 14], it became evident that these laws are, in fact,
physically equivalent. This realization prompted Ted
Jacobson to pose a fundamental question in [10]: how
did GR anticipate that the horizon area would represent
entropy and that surface gravity would correspond to
temperature?
Jacobson proposed that the area law of entropy, δS ∝

δA where S is the entropy and A the area of the horizon,
and the Clausius relation, δQ = TδS where δQ is the

1 Some emblematic examples are the following: the energy to
assemble a point charge in classical electromagnetism is infinite
(see, anyway, for instance Refs. [1, 2]), the standard model
of elementary particles does not explain the origin of neutrino
masses (see, anyway, for instance Ref. [3]), and the cosmological
standard model does not explain the origin and value of the
cosmological constant (see, anyway, for instance Ref. [4]).

heat exchange and T is the temperature, are valid for
all local Rindler horizons at every point in spacetime
(the latter means all processes are quasistatic). By
identifying δQ as the energy flux across the horizon and
T as the Unruh temperature perceived by the Rindler
observer [15], Jacobson derived a family of gravitational
field equations as thermodynamic fundamental relations.
This family reduces univocally to the Einstein field
equations of GR after imposing the additional condition
of the local conservation of energy-momentum. A crucial
assumption in this process is the area law of entropy;
this idea is supported by the fact that causal horizons
hide information [11], implying that they must possess
an associated entropy. Given that the horizon area is
an extensive property, it becomes the natural candidate
to represent the entropy (what is called the Bekenstein-
Hawking entropy).

A crucial implication of this thermodynamic
derivation, plus the use of the local conservation of
the energy-momentum, is that GR may not be a
fundamental description of the gravitational interaction.
Instead, it can be interpreted as a fundamental relation
for a thermodynamic system of space-time microstates
under conditions of local equilibrium. This insight led
Eling, Guedens, and Jacobson [16] to successfully extend
this framework to f(R) gravity, this time generalizing
the Clausius relation to allow for non-equilibrium
terms. These results suggest that the thermodynamic
description might be an intrinsic property of gravitation.

Jacobson’s results were obtained by assuming that
spacetime is a Riemannian manifold [17], i.e., it is
a manifold whose affine structure is characterized by
a connection that is symmetric and compatible with
the metric structure. This is the usual assumption
when constructing gravitational theories and it is the
one employed, indeed, when constructing GR (in part
motivated by the equivalence principle) [18]. What
happens then when this assumption is relaxed by
making the connection asymmetric, incompatible with
the metric structure, or both? The asymmetry of the
connection is characterized by a tensor called Torsion
whereas the incompatibility of the connection with the
metric structure is characterized by a tensor called Non
Metricity. The extension of Jacobson’s results to a
spacetime with an asymmetric but metric-compatible
connection was explored in [19, 20] and it was claimed
that the Einstein-Cartan (EC) theory [21] is one of the
possible realizations. This seems to further support
Jacobson’s approach; indeed, the EC theory, whose
action is the Einstein-Hilbert one, is “the simplest” model
within the set of gravitational theories that involve both
curvature and torsion but whose connection is metric
compatible; this set is called the Poincaré Gauge Theories
of Gravity (PGT) [22–25]. In the PGT framework,
the gravitational models are constructed by localizing
the Poincaré group of transformations, in complete
analogy with the construction of the other fundamental
interactions. Within PGT, torsion acts as a necessary
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field associated with the translation subgroup, sourced
directly by the spin of matter; consequently, GR is
recovered as the specific limit of the EC theory where
the particles’ microstructure is ignored and, therefore,
the torsion tensor vanishes.
These findings suggest that gravity is an emergent

phenomenon resulting from the dynamics of spacetime’s
fundamental structure [26, 27]. Researchers have been
thus applying statistical mechanics to discrete space-
time models to recover GR [28–34]. As this emergent
perspective allows for theories beyond GR [16, 35, 36],
Jacobson’s procedure may prove essential for identifying
the best classical theory of gravity.
On the other hand, the Poincaré group can be

extended to include general linear transformations; this
corresponds to the affine group, and its localization,
known as Metric-Affine Gravity (MAG) [23, 37, 38],
provides a new framework for studying gravitational
phenomena. In MAG, non metricity acquires a physical
role alongside the torsion field, requiring the use of
the most general linear connection. Consequently,
the energy-momentum tensor is accompanied by spin,
dilatation, and shear currents [39]. These matter field
currents act as new sources for the gravitational field
and are associated with the dynamics of the general
connection.
It is worthwhile mentioning that the study of these

scenarios is highly relevant for solid-state physics. While
deformations of ideal crystals can be described using
the standard techniques of GR (metric curvature), real
crystals contain local imperfections such as point defects
and dislocations. Describing these features requires
geometric structures beyond the metric tensor [40–42].
By analogy, this suggests that the affine connection
encodes information about microscopic defects in the
space-time structure, defects that the metric tensor alone
cannot describe.
In this work, we have investigated the general case of a

non-Riemannian spacetime (involving curvature, torsion,
and non metricity), assuming local thermodynamic
equilibrium. Our results demonstrate that the Einstein-
Hilbert action does not remain as one of the alternatives
Nature had when selecting the classical gravitational
theory (except in the Riemannian case). Of course,
“more complex” possibilities exist. Following the
Ockham’s razor philosophy, we have employed the
hypotheses in the construction of the Lanczos-Lovelock
theories [43–48] to reduce the spectrum of possibilities
in the Jacobson’s framework to just one.2 As the first
main conclusion of our paper, we have found out the
unique gravitational theory that meets the Jacobson and
Lanczos-Lovelock’s requirements for a non-Riemannian

2 The local conservation of the energy-momentum tensor that
Jacobson employed in his pioneering work [10] to univocally
obtain GR is, indeed, one of the Lanczos-Lovelock hypotheses.

spacetime without non metricity when the energy-
momentum tensor is identified as its metric version: it
is the one that derives from the Einstein-Hilbert action
plus a term quadratic in the torsion vector. The second
main conclusion has arisen when non metricity has shown
up or in the previous case when the energy-momentum
tensor is identified as its canonical version: these sets
of requirements mutually conflict. As a byproduct of our
investigation, we have identified the new terms associated
with the non metricity that could contribute to the
Hartle-Hawking tidal heating of black holes; this finding
might give hints toward the search for observational
evidence of torsion and non metricity.

This document is organized as follows: in Section II, we
briefly review some key aspects of the non-Riemannian
geometry. In Section III, we review the rationale behind
the derivation of GR in the framework of the Jacobson’s
ideas and apply it to a non-Riemannian spacetime whose
connection is asymmetric but compatible with the metric
structure. In Section IV, we derive the most general
gravitational fundamental relation following Jacobson’s
approach in a general non-Riemannian spacetime and
apply on it the Lanczos-Lovelock hypotheses. Finally,
in Section V, we discuss the implications of these results.
Definitions, a proof, and some detailed derivations are
presented in the appendices. Throughout the paper, we
have assumed the spacetime is four dimensional3 and
employed the mostly positive signature.

II. NON-RIEMANNIAN GEOMETRY

Recall that we aim to study the most general
gravitational fundamental relation in a non-Riemannian
spacetime M. By definition, this includes the
(Lorentzian) metric g, torsion T , and non metricity Q.
We work within thermodynamic equilibrium so that the
Clausius relation holds. With this objective in mind, our
first task is to review the basics of metric-affine geometry
by outlining its key features.

A general affine connection can be described by its
coefficients denoted as Γα

µν . These can be expressed
as [50]

Γα
µν = Γ̊α

µν + Γ̃α
µν , (1)

where, in a coordinate base,

Γ̊ν
αµ =

1

2
gνβ(∂αgβµ + ∂µgαβ − ∂βgµα) , (2)

are the connection coefficients induced by the metric
tensor, i.e., the components of the Levi-Civita

3 One of the authors (Yeinzon Rodŕıguez) has the strong belief
that there are no enough reasons, either theoretical or empirical,
to contemplate the possibility of extra spatial dimensions (see,
for instance, Ref. [49]).
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connection, and

Γ̃ν
αµ =

1

2
(T ν

αµ − Tαµ
ν − Tµα

ν)

+
1

2
(Qν

αµ −Qµα
ν −Qαµ

ν) , (3)

are the components of the distortion tensor. These, in
turn, are given in terms of the components of the torsion
tensor

T ν
αµ ≡ Γν

αµ − Γν
µα = Γ̃ν

αµ − Γ̃ν
µα , (4)

and the components of the non-metricity tensor

Qµαβ ≡ ∇µgαβ , (5)

where, in the previous expression, ∇µ represents the
components of the covariant derivative associated to the
general affine connection. We denote quantities with an
over-circle, e.g., Γ̊, ∇̊, as objects defined with respect to
the Levi-Civita connection. Therefore, a metric-affine
spacetime is a set (M, g, T,Q, ϵ), where ϵ is the metric
volume form, together with an arrow of time. Appendix
A contains additional definitions and properties in a non-
Riemannian spacetime.
We now introduce some vector quantities that will

be useful for subsequent calculations. First, we can
construct a vector from the torsion tensor whose
components are

Tµ ≡ T ν
νµ . (6)

We also define two vectors associated with the non
metricity whose components are

Qµ ≡ Qν
νµ , (7)

and

Q̃µ ≡ Qµν
ν . (8)

On the other hand, a Killing vector field ξ is one
along which the metric tensor is preserved. It generates
isometries within the given manifold meaning that the
Lie derivative of the metric tensor along the Killing vector
field is zero:

Lξgµν = 0 . (9)

This can be written in terms of partial derivatives of the
metric tensor as

ξρ∂ρgµν + gρν∂µξ
ρ + gρµ∂νξ

ρ = 0 , (10)

or in terms of the affine connection as

gρν∇µξ
ρ + gρµ∇νξ

ρ + ξρQρµν + ξρ
(
Tνρµ + Tµρν

)
= 0 .

(11)
Other useful relations for ξ, coming from its definition,
are the following:

2∇νξ
ν + ξµQ̃µ − 2ξµTµ = 0 , (12)

ξµ∇µξν + ξµ∇νξ
µ + ξµξρQρµν + ξµξρTµρν = 0 , (13)

2ξµξ
ν∇νξ

µ + ξµξνξρQρµν = 0 . (14)

A. Raychaudhuri equation for a null congruence

Let us consider the Rindler horizon we are interested
in. It is a null hypersurface H , i.e., a three-dimensional
submanifold with a future-directed null normal vector
field denoted by l. The hypersurface can be defined as a
level set of a scalar field φ(xµ) = 0. The normal vector
is collinear to the dual of the gradient of the scalar field
φ by metric duality:

lµ = − exp (ρ) gµν∇νφ , (15)

where ρ is some scalar field and the sign is chosen so that
l is future directed. The hypersurface H is generated
by a null congruence of curves with tangent vector l
and parameter λ. It is worthwhile determining whether
this congruence is geodesic; to this end, we evaluate the
commutator

lα∇αlβ − lα∇βlα = lαlβ∇αρ+ lαlγTαβγ . (16)

Since l is null,

∇β(lαl
α) = 2lα∇βlα − lαlγQβαγ = 0 ; (17)

thus, Eq. (16) becomes

lα∇αlβ = lαlβ∇αρ+ lαlγTαβγ + 1
2 l

αlγQβαγ . (18)

This demonstrates that, in the absence of torsion and
non metricity, the congruence reduces to a geodesic flow.

We will now study the general Raychaudhuri equation
in the presence of both torsion and non metricity. There
exists a two-dimensional submanifold L called the cross-
section of H which is a space-like hypersurface of H .
The normal vector l is not tangent to L and each
generating null curve intersects L at most once. There
exists a unique future-directed null vector k at each point
in L , transverse to H such that kµl

µ = −1. Thus, the
metric tensor induced in the cross-section L is given by

qµν = gµν + lµkν + lνkµ . (19)

The expansion Θ of the cross-section L along the
vector field l is given by

Θ =
1

2
qµνLlqµν . (20)

Employing Eq. (11), the previous expression can be
written as4

Θ =∇µl
µ − lµTµ +

1

2
lµQ̃µ + kµlν∇µl

ν

+ kµkν lρQρµν + kµlν lρTνρµ + kµl
ν∇ν l

µ . (21)

4 In Ref. [19], the authors used an affinely parameterized null
horizon generator, implying an extra condition on the torsion
tensor. This was done because the authors wanted to obtain a
generalized version of the thermodynamics’ zeroth law. In this
paper, we have not employed such a condition and this is the
reason why Eq. (21), in the limit when Q = 0, is not the same
as Eq. (57) of Ref. [19].
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The evolution of the expansion along the vector l is
defined as dΘ/dλ = lµ∇µΘ. We define P as a point in L
but otherwise arbitrary. Since l is a Killing vector for the
submanifold L , the expansion vanishes at P: Θ|P = 0.
Therefore,

dΘ

dλ

∣∣∣
P
=lα∇α∇µl

µ + lν∇ν l
µ
(1
2
Q̃µ − Tµ

)
+ lµlν

(1
2
∇νQ̃µ −∇νTµ

)
. (22)

Using Eq. (A3) and a total derivative, we can write

dΘ

dλ

∣∣∣
P
=−∇µ

(
lρ∇µlρ + lν lρQ

ρνµ + lν lρT
νρµ

)
−
(
lρ∇µlρ + lν lρQ

ρνµ + lν lρT
νρµ

)(1
2
Q̃µ − Tµ

)
−∇µl

α∇αl
µ − lµlνRµν

+ lµlν
(1
2
∇νQ̃µ −∇νTµ

)
+ Tβµαl

α∇βlµ , (23)

where Rµν are the components of the Ricci tensor. Thus,
we can write5

dΘ

dλ

∣∣∣
P
=−Rαβl

αlβ − lαlβ∇αTβ + lαlβTαβνT
ν − lαlβ∇νT

ν
βα +

1

2
lαlβ∇αQ̃β − 1

2
lαlβQαβνQ̃

ν

− lαlβ∇νQβα
ν + lαlβT νQαβν − 1

2
lαlβTαβνQ̃

ν − (∇βl
α)(∇αl

β)− Tµρν∇ν(lµlρ)

+ Tβµαl
α∇βlµ + T ν lµ∇ν l

µ − 1

2
Q̃ν lµ∇ν lµ −Qρµν∇ν(lµlρ)−∇ν(lµ∇ν lµ) . (24)

III. JACOBSON’S THERMODYNAMIC
APPROACH: THE SIMPLEST CASES

We will now briefly review Jacobson’s thermodynamic
approach applied to a Riemannian spacetime as well
as to a non-Riemannian spacetime whose connection is
asymmetric but compatible with the metric structure.
As a result, we will obtain a selected family of gravity
theories in each case. This family includes GR in the first
case [10] but, contrary to what was claimed in [19, 20],
does not include the EC theory in the second case. After
introducing the Lanczos-Lovelock hypotheses, we will
see that, whereas the gravitational theory that derives
from the Einstein-Hilbert action is selected as the unique
gravitational theory in the first case, a slight deviation
from this action gives way to the selected gravitational

5 Ref. [51] presented a generalized version of Raychaudhuri’s
equation for a general non-Riemannian n-dimensional spacetime.
The expansion in that work was defined as Θ ≡ ∇νuν , where uν

represents the components of the n-velocity vector tangent to the
respective congruence of time-like curves. In our case, we want to
describe the expansion experienced by a two-dimensional space-
like hypersurface through which heat is flowing and this is the
reason why Eq. (24) is not the same as Eq. (41) of Ref. [51].

theory in the second case. This deviation is quadratic
on the torsion vector and is valid only when the energy-
momentum tensor is identified as its metric version; in
contrast, if the energy-momentum tensor is identified as
its canonical version, there is no way to derive the field
equation obtained from the Jacobson’s thermodynamic
approach from an action principle.

A. Riemannian Spacetime

In a Riemannian spacetime, we consider a local Rindler
horizon generated by an approximate local boost Killing
vector field χ. The heat flux is identified with the flux of
boost energy across the horizon:

δQ =

∫
H

τµνχ
µdΣν , (25)

where τµν are the components of the metric energy-
momentum tensor associated with the matter fields:

τµν = − 2√
− det g

δ(
√
− det gLM )

δgµν
. (26)

Here, the matter Lagrangian density LM is a function
of just the metric, the Levi-Civita connection, and the
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matter fields, whereas dΣν are the components of a vector
field orthogonal to H , proportional to the volume of
the respective differential section of H , and chosen so
that ϵ(dΣ, ·, ·, ·) is compatible with the orientation of H .
Since l is the vector field that is tangent to the horizon
generators corresponding to an affine parameter λ, we
can rewrite χα = −κλlα, where κ is the norm of the
observer’s four-acceleration, i.e., it is a constant, and
dΣν = lνdλdA so that

δQ = −κ

∫
H

λτµν l
µlνdλdA . (27)

The variation of the horizon area is given by

δA =

∫
H

ΘdλdA , (28)

where Θ is the expansion of the null congruence. Thus,
from the definition of expansion, we have

dΘ

dλ
= lµ∇̊µΘ = lµ∇̊µ(∇̊ν l

ν)

= −R̊αβl
αlβ + lα∇̊µ∇̊αl

µ .

(29)

Upon Taylor expanding Θ in Eq. (28) and neglecting
contributions of order O(λ2) and higher, we obtain Θ ≈
−λR̊αβl

αlβ . 6

Now, according to the area law of entropy (Bekenstein-
Hawking entropy), δS = ηδA, where η is a constant.
Invoking the fundamental equilibrium relation δQ =
TδS, we find that δQ = η T δA. On the other hand,
the Unruh effect states that the vacuum state of quantum
fields, as measured by the uniformly accelerated observer,
has a temperature T = ℏκ/2π, where ℏ is the reduced
Planck constant [15]. Substituting the previous results
yields

κ

∫
H

λτµν l
µlνdλdA =

ηℏκ
2π

∫
H

λR̊αβl
αlβdλdA . (30)

Since this relation must be valid for all local Rindler
horizons, it implies

ταβl
αlβ = (ηℏ/2π)R̊αβl

αlβ . (31)

Consequently,

2π

ℏη
ταβ = R̊αβ + fgαβ , (32)

6 The contribution to the change in the entropy

δSi = −η

∫
H

(∇̊µl
α)(∇̊αl

µ)λdλdA ,

contains quadratic terms in the shear and vorticity. It
was identified as a non-equilibrium contribution in Jacobson’s
subsequent works [16, 36].

where f is an unknown scalar field.7 Eq. (32) identifies
the family of gravity theories that are compatible with
Jacobson’s thermodynamic approach in a Riemannian
spacetime and is, in consequence, the most important
equation in this subsection. The physical interpretation
of Jacobson’s approach is that the space-time curvature
reacts to the presence of matter in a particular way, that
described by Eq. (32), in order not to violate the laws of
thermodynamics [10].

The family described by Eq. (32) contains an
infinite number of members. Jacobson employed the
contracted Bianchi identity and assumed diffeomorphism
invariance of the action (which in the context of a
Riemannian geometry implies local conservation of the
energy-momentum tensor: ∇̊µτ

µν = 0); thus, he found

f = −R̊/2 + Λ where R is the Ricci scalar and Λ is a
constant. It then follows that

R̊µν − 1

2
gµνR̊+ Λgµν = 8πGτµν , (33)

which coincides with the Einstein field equations. We
have set η = (4ℏG)−1, where G is the universal
gravitation constant, to recover Newtonian gravity in the
weak-field limit; this implies η−1/2 corresponds to twice
the Planck length. Notably, the cosmological constant
Λ appears as an integration constant, though its nature
remains unknown. It is worthwhile remarking that the
uniqueness of Eq. (33) (except for the, a priori, arbitrary
value of Λ) is guaranteed by the local conservation of
energy-momentum, i.e., by one of the Lanczos-Lovelock’s
hypotheses [43–48]. The other three hypotheses: that the
right member of Eq. (32) i) is built out from the metric
tensor and its first- and second-order derivatives, ii) is
symmetric, and iii) is linear in second-order derivatives
of the metric tensor, are easily seen to be satisfied.

Before finishing this subsection, let us reflect a bit
about the procedure we have followed. While black hole
thermodynamics motivates the holographic hypothesis
[52, 53] and supports the entropy-area proportionality,
relying on it would be circular since those results typically
presume the validity of GR. Instead, we have followed the
insight in [11]: causal horizons hide information which
implies they must possess an associated entropy. This
hidden information resides in the correlations between
vacuum fluctuations just inside and outside the horizon
[54].

7 The second term in the right member of Eq. (32) should be
written, in principle, as a symmetric tensor h that satisfies
hαβ l

αlβ = 0 for any null vector l. It turns out that hαβ = fgαβ

as demonstrated in Appendix B.
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B. Non-Riemannian Spacetime with Vanishing
Non Metricity

We will now work in a non-Riemannian spacetime
whose connection is asymmetric but compatible with
the metric structure. The procedure is the same
as in the Riemannian case except for the facts that
the diffeomorphism invariance of the action no longer
guarantees the conservation of the metric energy-
momentum, that the expansion of the null congruence
is modified, and that we have to consider the difference
between the canonical and metric energy-momentum
tensors which, for this setup, are not identical. The origin
of these three exceptions lies in the existence of torsion.
When the non metricity vanishes, the Raychaudhuri

equation in (24) reduces to

dΘ

dλ

∣∣∣
P
=−Rαβl

αlβ − lαlβ∇αTβ + lαlβTαβνT
ν

− lαlβ∇νTβα
ν − Tµρν∇ν(lµlρ)

− (∇µl
α)(∇αl

µ) + Tβµαl
α∇βlµ . (34)

Upon Taylor expanding Θ in Eq. (28) and neglecting
contributions of order O(λ2) and higher, we end up with8

Θ ≈ λ(−Rαβl
αlβ−lαlβ∇αTβ+lαlβTαβνT

ν−lαlβ∇νT
ν

βα ) .
(35)

Thus, by invoking the area law of entropy, δS = ηδA,
and the Unruh temperature, T = ℏκ/2π, the Clausius
relation δQ = TδS acquires the form

κ

∫
H

λTµν lµlνdλdA =
ηℏκ
2π

∫
H

λ(Rαβl
αlβ + lαlβ∇αTβ

− lαlβTαβνT
ν

+ lαlβ∇νT
ν

βα ) dλdA , (36)

where T is the energy-momentum tensor.
This relation being valid for all local Rindler horizons,

we have to conclude that

2π

ℏη
Tαβlαlβ =Rαβl

αlβ + lαlβ∇αTβ − lαlβTαβνT
ν

+ lαlβ∇νT
ν

βα , (37)

and, therefore,

2π

ℏη
T(αβ) = R(αβ)+∇(αTβ)−T(αβ)νT

ν+∇νT
ν

(βα) +fgαβ ,

(38)

8 The non-equilibrium contribution to δS is, in this case,

δSi =η

∫
H

(
− Tµρν∇ν(lµlρ)− (∇µl

α)(∇αl
µ)

+ Tβµαl
α∇β lµ

)
λdλdA ,

as noted in [19] (except for an ambiguous term which was
added up there without enough justification). This contribution
contains quadratic terms in the shear and vorticity. We can check
that, when torsion vanishes, this contribution reduces to the one
presented in footnote 6.

where f is an unknown scalar field and the brackets that
enclose indices mean normalized symmetrization. This
expression may be written more elegantly as

2π

ℏη
T(αβ) = R(αβ) + fgαβ + (∇ν − Tν)T(αβ)

ν +∇(αTβ) .

(39)

Eq. (39) identifies the family of gravity theories that are
compatible with Jacobson’s thermodynamic approach
in a non-Riemannian spacetime with vanishing non
metricity and is, in consequence, one of the most
important equations in this subsection.

There exists, however, an ambiguity regarding the
identity of T . In the Riemannian case, the metric
energy-momentum tensor τ and the canonical one
Σ are just the same when the action is invariant
under both diffeomorphisms and local Poincaré gauge
transformations;9 this is no longer the case, however,
when the spin density is different to zero. Which energy-
momentum tensor should we identify then as T in Eq.
(36): τ or Σ?

1. T ≡ τ

Let us suppose that T is identified as the metric
energy-momentum tensor τ . It is well known that both
GR and the EC theory derive from the Einstein-Hilbert
action. However, whereas the action is formulated on a
Riemannian spacetime for the GR case, it is formulated
on a non-Riemannian spacetime without non metricity
for the EC case. In the EC theory, there exist two
gravitational field equations [21–25]; the symmetric part
of one of them is

R(µν) −
1

2
gµν(R− 2Λ) =8πGτµν − (∇σ − Tσ)

(
T(µν)

σ

+ δσ(µTν) − gµνT
σ
)
, (40)

(see Appendix C in the limit when Q = 0) and the
other is just a constraint equation involving the torsion
and the hypermomentum tensor (which, in this case,
just contains information about the spin [39]). By
comparing Eq. (40) with Eq. (39), with T ≡ τ , it
is evident that the EC theory does not belong to the
family of gravitational theories selected by Jacobson’s
thermodynamic approach.

We have to keep in mind that, in contrast to
the Riemannian case, the invariance of the action
under diffeomorphisms does not lead to the local
conservation of the energy-momentum tensor. Then,

9 See an interesting discussion on the difference between τ and Σ
in the Riemannian case in [55, 56].
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what is the generalization of the respective Lanczos-
Lovelock hypothesis for non-Riemannian spacetimes?
Such generalization for a connection that is asymmetric
but compatible with the metric structure was performed
in Ref. [57]. There, the idea was to assume that the field
equations derive from an action that is invariant under
local Lorentz transformations. We can follow a more
restrictive and, arguable, more physical assumption: that
the action is invariant under both diffeomorphisms and
local Poincaré gauge transformations. Thus, following
Refs. [58–61], we will use the “conservation laws” in this
context:

1√
− det g

(∇µ − Tµ)(
√
− det gΣµ

α) =− TνµαΣ
µν

+
1

2
Rλµνα∆

λµν ,

(41)

and

1

2
√
− det g

(∇ν−Tν)(
√
− det g∆ µν

λ ) = Σµ
λ−τµλ , (42)

where

∆γ
νβ ≡ − 2√

− det g

δ(
√
− det gLM )

δΓγ
νβ

, (43)

are the components of the hypermomentum tensor.10

Starting from Eq. (39), with T ≡ τ , raising the index
α and applying the operator ∇α, we obtain

∇ατ
α
γ =

1

8πG

{
∇γf +∇αR

(α
γ)

+∇α

[
(∇ν − Tν)T

(α ν
γ) +∇(αTγ)

]}
. (44)

Eqs. (41), (42), and (44) form a system of first-order
differential equations for Σ,∆ and τ ; therefore, if there
exists a solution in terms of f, T and g, it is unique except
for an integration constant. The solution to this system
of equations exists and requires, in fact, f = −R/2 +
Λ − (∇α − Tα/2)T

α as a consistency condition; a quick
and overwhelming reason is that this f reproduces, via
Eq. (39) with T ≡ τ , the gravitational field equation
obtained from the action

S = Sgrav + SM

=
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√
− det g [R− 2Λ + TαT

α]

+

∫
d4x

√
− det gLM , (45)

10 The ∇ symbols in Eqs. (41) and (42) are not actually covariant
derivatives because they are acting on objects that are not
tensors. In practical terms, however, they act like covariant
derivatives do so that the ∇ symbol is a very convenient notation.

which is a slight deviation from the Einstein-Hilbert
action, and that, in turn, satisfies Eqs. (41) and
(42), it being one of the members of the PGT [22–
25]. An interesting property of this action is that it is
free from ghosts since the torsion is not a propagating
degree of freedom [62]. As in the Riemannian case,
the generalization of the other three Lanczos-Lovelock
hypotheses: that the right member of Eq. (39) i) is built
out from the metric tensor, the torsion, and their first-
and second-order derivatives, ii) is symmetric, and iii)
is linear in second-order derivatives of the metric tensor
and the torsion, are easily seen to be satisfied.11

To summarize, the field equation of the unique
gravitational theory (except for the value of
the integration constant) selected by Jacobson’s
thermodynamic approach, when T ≡ τ , together with
the Lanczos-Lovelock hypotheses is

8πGτµν =R(µν) −
1

2
gµν(R− 2Λ) + (∇α − Tα)T(µν)

α

+∇(µTν) − gµν

(
∇α − 1

2
Tα

)
Tα ,

(46)

where Λ is a constant.
Finally, it is worthwhile mentioning that Refs. [19, 20]

claim to have found the EC theory from equilibrium
thermodynamics after having implemented a local
conservation equation. We have serious doubts about
the logic employed in both papers: in addition to the
concern that raises from footnote 8, the expression for
f is claimed in [19] to have been obtained after having
enforced the covariant derivative of Eq. (46) (their Eq.
(96)) which, clearly, is a circular argument; a stronger
circular argument is employed in [20] where the conserved
effective energy-momentum tensor of the EC theory is
declared from the beginning of the paper. Here, in
contrast, our arguments follow the strict rules of logic
and lead to the gravitational theory described by Eq.
(46).

2. T ≡ Σ

Let us now suppose that T is identified as the canonical
energy-momentum tensor Σ. As can be demonstrated by
employing Eqs. (42), (43), (C5), and (C12) (see Ref.

11 Since the reason for the original third hypothesis is that the
curvature is the only geometrical descriptor of the gravitational
interaction, we could generalize it by requiring the right member
of Eq. (39) to be linear in both the curvature and the torsion.
This would be too radical, though, since it would be impossible
to carry out for any function f .
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[24]), the field equation that results from the variation
of the Einstein-Hilbert action with respect to the metric
tensor acquires the very nice form

Rµν − 1

2
gµν(R− 2Λ) = 8πGΣµν . (47)

Comparing the symmetric part of this field equation with
Eq. (39), for T ≡ Σ, we can conclude that the EC theory
does not belong to the family of gravitational theories
selected by Jacobson’s thermodynamic approach.

Following the same logic as in the previous
subsubsection, to select a unique gravitational theory
from the pool of theories described by the field equation
in Eq. (39), with T ≡ Σ, we can assume this
theory to be derivable from an action that is invariant
under both diffeomorphisms and local Poincaré gauge
transformations. The simultaneous solution to Eqs. (41),
(42), and (44), the latter with τ exchanged by Σ, if it
exists, will give us such a theory up to an integration
constant. The way to try to find out this solution starts
by comparing Eq. (39), with T ≡ Σ, and (40). The
latter is a proxy to find out the action Eq. (39) derives
from as the experiments strongly constrain the presence
of torsion. Thus, since the difference between Eq. (39),
with T ≡ Σ, and (40) is (∇σ − Tσ)T

σ
(µν) +∇(µTν), it is

clear that, in a first step, the searched action must be of

the form

Sgrav ⊃ SEH +
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√
− det g (2∇σ − Tσ)T

σ ,

(48)
which, however, in unable to generate a term of the form
(∇σ−Tσ)T

σ
(µν) . The conclusion is that, when T ≡ Σ, the

field equation obtained from Jacobson’s thermodynamic
approach does not follow from an action principle.

To summarize, the field equation of the family
of gravitational theories selected by Jacobson’s
thermodynamic approach is given by Eq. (39) where f
is an arbitrary scalar field. The set of Lanczos-Lovelock
hypotheses and the Jacobson’s procedure are mutually
inconsistent when T ≡ Σ.

IV. THE GRAVITATIONAL FUNDAMENTAL
RELATION IN A GENERAL NON-RIEMANNIAN

SPACETIME

Up to now, Jacobson’s ideas have been an alternative
and very interesting tool to obtain different theories
of gravity; in particular, GR. Therefore, Jacobson’s
procedure could be the key to find the best classical
gravitational theory. In this section, we will follow
the same strategy of the previous section to derive the
generalization of Eq. (39) to the case where non metricity
is also present.

The key point is the integration of Eq. (24) leaving
only the terms that are linear in λ:

Θ ≈λ
[
−Rαβl

αlβ − lαlβ∇αTβ + lαlβTαβνT
ν − lαlβ∇νT

ν
βα

+
1

2
lαlβ∇αQ̃β − 1

2
lαlβQαβνQ̃

ν − lαlβ∇νQβα
ν + lαlβT νQαβν − 1

2
lαlβTαβνQ̃

ν
]
. (49)

Thus, by invoking the area law of entropy, δS = ηδA, and the Unruh temperature, T = ℏκ/2π, the Clausius relation
δQ = TδS acquires the form12

κ

∫
H

λTµν lµlνdλdA =
ηℏκ
2π

∫
H

λ
[
Rαβl

αlβ + lαlβ∇αTβ − lαlβTαβνT
ν + lαlβ∇νT

ν
βα

− 1

2
lαlβ∇αQ̃β +

1

2
lαlβQαβνQ̃

ν + lαlβ∇νQβα
ν − lαlβT νQαβν +

1

2
lαlβTαβνQ̃

ν
]
dλdA . (50)

Since this expression is valid for all local Rindler horizons, we end up with

2π

ℏη
Tαβlαlβ =

[
Rαβl

αlβ + lαlβ∇αTβ − lαlβTαβνT
ν + lαlβ∇νT

ν
βα

− 1

2
lαlβ∇αQ̃β +

1

2
lαlβQαβνQ̃

ν + lαlβ∇νQβα
ν − lαlβT νQαβν +

1

2
lαlβTαβνQ̃

ν
]
, (51)

12 It is worthwhile noticing that the identification of the left member of Eq. (50) with δQ via the thermodynamics’ first
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which, in turn, leads to

2π

ℏη
T(αβ) =R(αβ) +∇(αTβ) − T(αβ)νT

ν +∇νT
ν

(βα)

− 1

2
∇(αQ̃β) +

1

2
Q(αβ)νQ̃

ν +∇νQ(βα)
ν

− T νQ(αβ)ν +
1

2
T(αβ)νQ̃

ν + fgαβ , (52)

where f is, again, an unknown scalar field. This
expression may be written more elegantly as

2π

ℏη
T(αβ) =R(αβ) + fgαβ

+
[
∇ν − Tν +

1

2
Q̃ν

] (
T ν
(βα) +Q ν

(βα)

)
+∇(α

(
Tβ) −

1

2
Q̃β)

)
.

(53)

Eq. (53) identifies the family of gravity theories that are
compatible with Jacobson’s thermodynamic approach
in a general non-Riemannian spacetime and is, in
consequence, one of the most important equations in this
section.
To select one of the infinite possibilities regarding

the scalar field f , we will now try to implement
the generalization of the Lanczos-Lovelock hypotheses.
There does not exist a generalized version of the Lanczos-
Lovelock work in a general non-Riemannian spacetime.
Studies in [38, 64, 65] have been done in this direction
but only reaching partial results. Our starting point will
be the “conservation laws” that arise when requesting the
action to be invariant under both diffeomorphisms and
local transformations of the affine group [58–61]:

1√
− det g

(∇µ − Tµ)(
√
− det gΣµ

α) =− TνµαΣ
µν

+
1

2
Rλµνα∆

λµν

+
1

2
Qαµντ

µν ,

(54)

law is still valid if there exist spin and/or shear densities but is
not if there exists dilatation density. The complete treatment
of the situation under study employing the non-Riemannian
generalization of the first law encountered in [63], which involves
the dilatation density, goes beyond the scope of this paper and
will be treated in a future work.

and

1

2
√
− det g

(∇ν−Tν)(
√
− det g∆ µν

λ ) = Σµ
λ−τµλ . (55)

Raising the index α and then applying the operator ∇α

on Eq. (53), we obtain

∇αT (α
γ) =

1

8πG

{
∇γf +∇αR

(α
γ)

+∇α

[
gαλ

(
∇ν − Tν +

1

2
Q̃ν

)
(
T ν
(γλ) +Q ν

(γλ)

) ]
+∇α∇(α

(
Tγ) −

1

2
Q̃γ)

)}
. (56)

Eqs. (54), (55), and (56) form a system of first-order
differential equations for Σ,∆ and τ ; therefore, if there
exists a solution in terms of f, T,Q and g, it is unique
except for an integration constant. The way to try to
find out this solution starts by comparing Eq. (53) with
the symmetric part of the field equation obtained from
the Einstein-Hilbert action (see Eq. (C12)):

R(µν) −
1

2
gµν(R− 2Λ) +

(
∇α − Tα +

1

2
Q̃α

)
[
T(νµ)

α +Q(νµ)
α + δα(ν

(
Tµ) −

1

2
Q̃µ)

)
− 1

2
Qα

µν

− 1

2
gµν

(
2Tα − Q̃α +Qα

)]
= 8πGτµν . (57)

The latter is a proxy to find out the action Eq. (53)
derives from as the experiments strongly constrain the
presence of torsion and non metricity. Thus, it is clear
that, in a first step, and when T ≡ τ , the searched action
must be of the form

Sgrav ⊃ SEH+
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√
− det g[

−
(
Tα − 1

2
Q̃α

)(
Tα − 1

2
Q̃α

)
+

(
∇α − Tα +

1

2
Q̃α

)(
−1

2
Q̃α

)
− 1

2
Q̃α(2T

α − Q̃α +Qα)
]
, (58)

where SEH is the Einstein-Hilbert action plus the
cosmological constant term. In a second step, the field
equation that derives from the right member in Eq. (58)
is compared with Eq. (57) and new terms are added to
Sgrav to try to obtain Eq. (53) for a suitable f . The
procedure iterates until a match between the two field
equations is reached. In fact, this was the procedure we
followed to obtain the action in Eq. (45) in the previous

section. Unfortunately, the treatment of the ∇αQ̃
α term

in Eq. (58) requires an infinite number of iterations. Our
conclusion is that Jacobson’s approach and the Lanczos-
Lovelock hypotheses are mutually inconsistent since Eq.
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(53) does not derive from an action principle. Despite
this conclusion, and as in the Riemannian case and
the non-Riemannian case with vanishing non metricity,
the generalization of the other three Lanczos-Lovelock
hypotheses: that the right member of Eq. (53) i) is
built out from the metric tensor, the torsion, the non
metricity, and their first- and second-order derivatives, ii)
is symmetric, and iii) is linear in second-order derivatives
of the metric, the torsion, and the non metricity, are
easily seen to be satisfied.
To summarize, the field equation of the family

of gravitational theories selected by Jacobson’s
thermodynamic approach, when no dilatation density is
present, is given by Eq. (53) where f is an arbitrary
scalar field. The set of Lanczos-Lovelock hypotheses and
the Jacobson’s procedure are, in the presence of non
metricity, mutually inconsistent. The case when T ≡ Σ
will be left for a future work where the dilatation density
will be considered.

A. On the Role of the Non-Equilibrium
Contributions to δS

The non-equilibrium contribution to δS is given by

δSi =η

∫
H

(
− Tµρν∇ν(lµlρ)− (∇µl

α)(∇αl
µ)

+ Tβµαl
α∇βlµ + T ν lµ∇ν l

µ − 1

2
Q̃ν lµ∇ν lµ

−Qρµν∇ν(lµlρ)−∇ν(lµ∇ν lµ)
)
λdλdA . (59)

Notice that when one takes vanishing non metricity, Eq.
(59) provides the same dissipative terms obtained in [19]
(except for the ambigous term), i.e., those presented
in footnote 8. These terms are interpreted by the
authors of Ref. [19] as the possible generalization to the
Riemann–Cartan geometries of the Hartle–Hawking term
describing the dissipation of a distortion of the horizon.
Ref. [19] also mentions that the new dissipation term
could imply a different output of gravitational waves
with respect to what is expected in GR when there is
matter flowing through the horizons. This key idea could
apply to our generalized case, i.e., we might consider
Eq. (59) as the generalization to the non-Riemannian
geometries of the Hartle-Hawking term. Moreover, the
presence of non metricity could imply a different output
for gravitational waves with respect to what is expected
in GR or the theories described in Eqs. (45), for T ≡ τ ,
and (39), for T ≡ Σ, when there is matter flowing
through the horizons, this flow being also a source of
non metricity.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Here, we have addressed the idea of generalizing
Jacobson’s formalism [10] to a general non-Riemannian

spacetime. By employing two simple hypotheses: i)
that the spacetime is described by a smooth manifold
M with affine and metric structures and ii) that the
gravitational interaction has an intimate relation to the
thermodynamics’ laws, we have found a selected family
of gravitational theories. This family includes GR, if M
is Riemannian, but does not include the EC theory, if
the affine structure of M is such that the connection is
asymmetric but compatible with the metric structure.
The number of members in this family is infinite for
each of the cases considered, so we have combined
Jacobson’s thermodynamic approach with the Lanczos-
Lovelock hypotheses [43–48] in the hope of significantly
reducing this number. The results are particularly
appealing: whereas GR and the theory derivable from
the action in Eq. (45) are the only ones that remain
if just curvature or both curvature and torsion are
present, with T ≡ τ , respectively, there is no way
to consistently merge the Jacobson’s approach and the
Lanczos-Lovelock hypotheses when non metricity shows
up, up to the hypotheses that T ≡ τ and that no
dilatation density is present, or when just curvature and
torsion are present and T ≡ Σ. Of course, GR is also
derivable from the action in Eq. (45) in the limit when
T = 0. Such an action is a slight deviation from the
Einstein-Hilbert action that involves a quadratic term
in the torsion vector; we, therefore, can conclude that
the Ockham’s razor philosophy seems to be operating at
a fundamental level and, in consequence, Nature would
have selected one of the simplest gravitational actions and
would have preferred a connection compatible with the
metric structure.

The thermodynamical argument used here implies
that, when T ≡ τ , the torsion does not introduce new
propagating degrees of freedom (i.e., it is algebraically
coupled to matter, see Eq. (45)). From an observational
point of view, this scenario involving non-propagating
torsion is supported by recent data from multi-messenger
astronomy. Additional propagating modes would
typically introduce: (i) deviations in the speed of
gravitational waves (constrained by GW170817 and
GRB 170817A [66–69]), (ii) extra polarization modes,
constrained by LIGO/Virgo observations [70–73], and
(iii) additional energy loss channels, i.e., deviations from
pure quadrupolar gravitational radiation, which is tightly
constrained by the orbital decay of binary pulsars [74, 75].

On the other hand, the presence of non metricity
provides an extra contribution to the internal entropy
in the full non-Riemannian case so that Eq. (59) could
be considered as the generalization of the Hartle-Hawking
term to non-Riemannian geometries. The presence of non
metricity could imply a different output for gravitational
waves, compared to what is expected in GR, the theory
derivable from the action in Eq. (45), or the theory
described by the field equation in Eq. (39) with T ≡ Σ,
when we have matter fluxes which are also sources of
non metricity at the horizons. This could have possible
implications for future observations.
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Notice that, even in the non-Riemannian cases, the
cosmological constant remains as enigmatic as ever.
Neither torsion nor non metricity provides any clues
about the nature of Λ. Thus, this scenario reinforces
the idea of interpreting the cosmological constant as the
energy contribution from vacuum.
As in previous works [10, 19, 20], our result depends

on the existence of local equilibrium conditions. Local
Rindler horizons, which are instantaneously stationary,
are systems that satisfy this requirement. The Clausius
relation only applies to variations between nearby states
of local thermodynamic equilibrium. Local temperature
and entropy are not well defined away from this
configuration.13 When the local equilibrium condition
breaks down, the gravitational field would no longer be
described by the field equation in Eq. (39) or Eq. (53)
and corrections can appear (see, e.g., [16, 35, 36]).
One of the key consequences of Jacobson’s programme

is that it is hinting to an emergent origin for gravity,
i.e., that the spacetime dynamics is just a manifestation
of the dynamical granular components of the universe
itself. Some classical gravitational theories beyond
GR [16, 35, 36], including the ones studied in this
paper, have followed this thermodynamic interpretation
of the gravitational interaction, enforcing the idea of
gravity as an effective field theory, even in the presence
of torsion and non metricity. We do not know the
microscopic description of the gravitational interaction
(for some proposals, see, e.g. [26, 27]) but its macroscopic
description seems to align with our traditional way of
describing this interaction as due to the topological and
geometrical dynamics of a classical spacetime. Recalling
H. B. Callen in [76], although “thermodynamics is the
study of the restrictions on the possible properties of
matter that follow from the symmetry properties of
the fundamental laws of physics” (see, especially, his
postlude), there is no reason why the thermodynamic
fundamental relation can be derivable from an action
principle. Therefore, it is surprising and remarkable,
indeed, that we have been able to find out actions that
give way to the fundamental relation for some of the cases
considered. What this is telling us about the nature of
the gravitational interaction, we have not been able to
interpret it yet.
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Appendix A: Some useful definitions and properties
in a general non-Riemannian spacetime

The components of the Riemann or curvature tensor,
associated with the general linear connection whose
components are Γµ

αβ , are given by

Rρ
σµν ≡ ∂µΓ

ρ
νσ − ∂νΓ

ρ
µσ +Γρ

µλΓ
λ
νσ −Γρ

νλΓ
λ
µσ .
(A1)

These can be split into two parts:

Rρ
σµν =∂µΓ̊

ρ
νσ − ∂ν Γ̊

ρ
µσ + Γ̊ρ

µλΓ̊
λ

νσ

− Γ̊ρ
νλΓ̊

λ
µσ + ∇̊µΓ̃

ρ
νσ − ∇̊ν Γ̃

ρ
µσ

+ Γ̃ρ
µλΓ̃

λ
νσ − Γ̃ρ

νλΓ̃
λ

µσ

=R̊ρ
σµν + R̃ρ

σµν , (A2)

where R̊ρ
σµν are the components of the Riemann tensor

associated with the Levi-Civita connection and R̃ρ
σµν

is the contribution from the torsion and non metricity.
The components of the Ricci tensor are defined as Rµν ≡
Rα

µαν and the Ricci scalar as R ≡ Rµνg
µν . Notice that

the commutator of the covariant derivatives in a general
non-Riemannian spacetime is given by

∇α∇µu
ν −∇µ∇αu

ν = Rν
βαµu

β + T β
µα∇βu

ν . (A3)

The Riemann tensor is antisymmetric in the last two
indices:

Rρ
σµν = −Rρ

σνµ . (A4)

Other standard symmetries and the Bianchi identities
of the Riemann tensor are modified in the presence of
torsion and non metricity. For instance, the existence of
non metricity implies the following three identities [50]:
the non-antisymmetry identity of the Riemann tensor in
its first two indices,

Rαβνµ = −Rβανµ +∇µQναβ −∇νQµαβ + T δ
µνQδαβ ,

(A5)
the first Bianchi identity,

Rρ
σµν +Rρ

µνσ +Rρ
νσµ =∇σT

ρ
µν +∇µT

ρ
νσ

+∇νT
ρ
σµ + T ρ

λσT
λ
µν

+ T ρ
λµT

λ
νσ + T ρ

λνT
λ
σµ ,

(A6)



13

from which it follows that

Rσν =Rνσ +∇µT
µ
νσ +∇νT

µ
σµ −∇σT

µ
νµ

− Tµ
µλT

λ
νσ +

1

2
gαβ∇νQσαβ

− 1

2
gαβ∇σQναβ +

1

2
gαβT δ

νσQδαβ

=Rνσ +
(
∇µ − Tµ +

1

2
Q̃µ

)(
Tµ

νσ + δµσTν

− δµνTσ +
1

2
δµν Q̃σ − 1

2
δµσQ̃ν

)
=Rνσ +

(
∇µ − Γ̃λ

λµ

)(
Γ̃µ

νσ − Γ̃µ
σν

+ δµσ Γ̃
α
αν − δµν Γ̃

α
ασ

)
, (A7)

and the second Bianchi identity,

∇αR
ρ
σµν +∇µR

ρ
σνα +∇νR

ρ
σαµ =Rρ

σλνT
λ
µα

+Rρ
σλµT

λ
αν

+Rρ
σλαT

λ
νµ ,

(A8)

which leads to

∇βR
β
ν =

1

2
∇νR+

1

2
RµαλνT

λµα +RµλTλνµ

− 1

2
RβνQ

β +
1

2
RσαQνσα − 1

2
RµσναQ

µσα

− 1

2
∇µ

(
gσαgµβ

[
∇αQνβσ −∇νQαβσ

+ T δ
ανQδβσ

])
− 1

2
gασTλµ

ν

(
∇αQλµσ −∇λQαµσ

+ T δ
αλQδµσ

)
. (A9)

Appendix B: Proportionality between h and g

This appendix examines a crucial step in deriving
the field equations from the Jacobson’s thermodynamic
approach. In the steps leading to the field equations, a
symmetric tensor h is considered such that hαβl

αlβ =
0 for any null vector l. While previous works assert
that h must be proportional to the metric g, we
provide an explicit demonstration here. A proof of
this proportionality exists in [77] (see Appendix D),
but it assumes that both tensors are symmetric and
non degenerate. In this appendix, we relax the second
condition for h requiring only that it is symmetric, and
show that the result remains valid regardless of the
presence of curvature, torsion, or non metricity.
There always exists a transformation of the coordinates

that puts the components of the metric in canonical
form at any point P: gαβ |P = ηαβ where ηαβ are the
components of the Minkowski matrix. We will work in
these coordinates.

Since hαβl
αlβ = 0 must be valid for any null vector,

in particular for the six null vectors whose components
are l0A = 1, liA = ±δiA, with the index A = 1, 2, 3, we can
construct the equations

h00 ± 2h0i + hii = 0 , i = 1, 2, 3 , (B1)

where repeated indices do not imply summation. The
solution for this system of equations is hii = −h00, h0i =
0.
Let us now choose another vector, for example, lµ7 =

(1, 2−1/2, 2−1/2, 0). The condition on hαβ gives in this
case:

2h00 + 2
√
2h01 + 2

√
2h02 + h11 + 2f12 + f22 = 0 , (B2)

which, given the previous solutions, implies that h12 = 0.
Similarly, if we choose lµ8 = (1, 2−1/2, 0, 2−1/2), we obtain

h13 = 0, and if we choose lµ9 = (1, 0, 2−1/2, 2−1/2), we
obtain h23 = 0. Consequently,

hαβ = f ηαβ , (B3)

with f being an arbitrary scalar. This was proven for nine
particular null vectors but, given that h turned out to be
proportional to the metric, the expression hαβl

αlβ = 0
holds for any other null vector. Finally, by transforming
back to a general coordinate system, hαβ = f gαβ .

Appendix C: Gravitational field equations from the
Einstein-Hilbert action

We consider as independent variables the metric g, the
torsion T and the non-metricity Q. The field equations
are obtained by invoking the stationary action principle:

δS

δgµν
= 0,

δS

δTα
µν

= 0,
δS

δQα
µν

= 0 . (C1)

The Einstein-Hilbert action, supplemented with the
cosmological constant term and the matter action, is
given by

S = Sgrav + SM

=
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√
− det g (R− 2Λ)

+

∫
d4x

√
− det gLM . (C2)

Varying Sgrav in the previous expression leads to

16πG δSgrav =

∫
d4x

√
− det g

[
Rβνδg

νβ + gνβδRβν

− 1

2
gβν(R− 2Λ)δgνβ

]
. (C3)

The explicit variation of the Ricci tensor is given by

δRσν = ∇µ

(
δΓµ

νσ

)
−∇ν

(
δΓµ

µσ

)
+ Tλ

µνδΓ
µ
λσ

= ∇̊µ(δΓ
µ
νσ)− ∇̊ν(δΓ

µ
µσ) +

(
δαλ Γ̃

µ
νσ

− δαν Γ̃
µ
λσ − δµσ Γ̃

α
νλ + δαν δ

µ
σ Γ̃

β
βλ

)
δΓλ

αµ .

(C4)
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Then, Eq. (C3) becomes

16πG δSgrav =

∫
d4x

√
− det g

[
Rβνδg

νβ

− 1

2
gβν(R− 2Λ)δgνβ

+ gνσ
(
δαλ Γ̃

µ
νσ − δαν Γ̃

µ
λσ − δµσ Γ̃

α
νλ + δαν δ

µ
σ Γ̃

β
βλ

)
δΓλ

αµ

]
+

∫
d4x

√
− det g

[
∇̊µ(g

νσδΓµ
νσ)− ∇̊ν(g

νσδΓµ
µσ)

]
.

(C5)

It is convenient to express the variation of the Levi-Civita
connection in terms of the covariant derivative of the
variation of the metric as follows [78]:

δΓ̊λ
αµ =

1

2
gλγ

(
∇̊αδgµγ + ∇̊µδgγα − ∇̊γδgαµ

)
. (C6)

Consequently, the variation of the connection is given by
[79, 80]

δΓλ
αµ =

1

2
gλγ

(
∇αδgµγ +∇µδgγα −∇γδgαµ

)
+

1

2

(
δTλ

αµ − gλγgµβδT
β
αγ − gλγgαβδT

β
µγ

)
+

1

2
gλγ

(
δQγαµ − δQµαγ − δQαµγ

)
.

(C7)

The previous expressions give us the field equation
coming from the variation of the torsion:

1

2

(
δαλ Γ̃

µθ
θ − Γ̃µ

λ
α − Γ̃αµ

λ + gαµΓ̃θ
θλ

)(
δλβδ

ν
αδ

γ
µ

− gλγgµβδ
ν
α − gλγgαβδ

ν
µ

)
+ 16πG

δLM

δT β
νγ

= 0 , (C8)

and the field equation coming from the variation of the
non metricity:

1

2

(
δαλ Γ̃

µθ
θ − Γ̃µ

λ
α − Γ̃αµ

λ + gαµΓ̃θ
θλ

)(
gλγgαβgµν

− gαβδ
λ
ν δ

γ
µ − gµνδ

γ
αδ

λ
β

)
+ 16πG

δLM

δQγ
νβ

= 0 . (C9)

Finally, the variation of Sgrav with respect to the metric
tensor leads to

16πG
δSgrav

δgµν
δgµν =

∫
d4x

√
− det g

[
Rβνδg

νβ

− 1

2
gβν(R− 2Λ)δgνβ

+ ∇̊µ(g
νσδΓµ

νσ)− ∇̊ν(g
νσδΓµ

µσ)

+
1

2

(
δαλ Γ̃

µθ
θ − Γ̃µ

λ
α − Γ̃αµ

λ

+ gαµΓ̃θ
θλ

)(
gλγgαβgµν∇γδg

νβ

− gαβ∇µδg
λβ − gµν∇αδg

νλ
)]

,

(C10)

and, therefore,

16πG
δSgrav

δgµν
δgµν =

∫
d4x

√
− det g

[
Rβνδg

νβ

− 1

2
gβν(R− 2Λ)δgνβ

+ ∇̊µ(g
νσδΓµ

νσ)− ∇̊ν(g
νσδΓµ

µσ)

+
1

2

(
2Γ̃[νβ]

γ − 2δγν Γ̃
θ
θβ + 2Γ̃γ

(βν)

+ gβν
[
Γ̃θ

θγ − Γ̃γθ
θ

])
∇γδg

νβ
]

=

∫
d4x

√
− det g

[
Rβνδg

νβ

− 1

2
gβν(R− 2Λ)δgνβ

+ ∇̊µ(g
νσδΓµ

νσ)− ∇̊ν(g
νσδΓµ

µσ)

+
1

2

(
T γ

νβ − 2T(νβ)
γ +Qγ

νβ

− 2Qβν
γ − 2δγν

(
Tβ − 1

2
Q̃β

)
+ gβν

[
2T γ − Q̃γ +Qγ

])
∇γδg

νβ
]
,

(C11)

where the squared brackets enclosing indices mean
normalized antisymmetrization. Thus, by integrating
by parts, we obtain the field equation coming from the
variation of the metric:

Rµν − 1

2
gµν(R− 2Λ) +

(
∇α − Tα +

1

2
Q̃α

)
[
T(νµ)

α +Q(νµ)
α + δαν

(
Tµ − 1

2
Q̃µ

)
− 1

2
Tα

νµ − 1

2
Qα

νµ

− 1

2
gµν

(
2Tα − Q̃α +Qα

)]
= 8πGτµν . (C12)

It is worthwhile noticing that the remaining surface
integral is given by

16πG δSsurf =

∫
d4x

√
− det g

[
∇̊µ(g

νσδΓµ
νσ)

− ∇̊ν(g
νσδΓµ

µσ) +
1

2
∇̊γ

([
T γ

νβ

− 2T(νβ)
γ +Qγ

νβ − 2Qβν
γ

− 2δγν

(
Tβ − 1

2
Q̃β

)
+ gβν

(
2T γ − Q̃γ +Qγ

)]
δgνβ

)]
. (C13)
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