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1 Introduction

Over the last few years, several new results have addressed and attempted to resolve a
long-standing paradox about information and black holes. One important tool utilised in
these recent developments is the Ryu-Takayanagi prescription [1–6]. In essence, it exploits
the AdS/CFT correspondence [7–9] enabling to perform complicated entropy computations
in the strongly conformal field theory by identifying them with area computations on the
AdS bulk.

Boundary conformal field theories or BCFTs are d-dimensional strongly coupled con-
formal field theories on manifolds with boundary [10]. The boundary, a d− 1 manifold, is
usually called the defect. Using holography once, we arrive at the so-called “intermediate
picture”, in which the boundary is dual to AdSd gravity [11–13] localised in a Karch-Randall
(KR) [14, 15] brane coupled to a non-gravitating bath where our CFT lives in [16–20]. A
second application of holography yields the full picture in which the brane is an end-of-the-
world brane embedded in an AdSd+1 space. The CFT now lives in the boundary of this
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bulk. These double descriptions are usually called “doubly holographic” and throughout
this note we will adhere to this convention.

In the past we have used this doubly holographic model to study the phase structure
of the entropy in a subregion of a non-gravitating bath [21]. This was itself an extension
to the case where the bath was gravitating, forming a wedge-holographic model [22]. In
this note, however, we will keep the bath non-gravitating as in the previous study. In other
words, we will consider a black string state in an AdSd+1, in which we embed a KR brane.
The advantage of this model is that it allows us to place a black hole in the background
of the CFT, because the bulk theory is dual to a CFT thermal state in a non-gravitating
eternal black hole background. On the other hand, the black string horizon is connected
to the horizon of the black hole in the brane and the bath.

The main motivation behind this note is to continue analysing the time evolution of the
entropy of a subregion of the bath in relation to the Page curve. The Page curve describes
the unitary evolution one should expect entropy to follow according to our understanding of
quantum mechanics [23, 24]. In particular, we have previously observed the emergence of a
Page curve from the bulk perspective by comparing two competing minimal area surfaces or
RT surfaces at a classical level. The early time entropy is generally controlled by a horizon
penetrating surface, namely the HM surface [25] which under some circumstances is then
replaced by a lower area surface called the island surface whose area is constant [20]. When
this happens at some finite time, we say that the evolution of the entropy follows a Page
curve. The latter type of surfaces anchor on the brane, enclosing the so-called islands on
it. The whole surface is the union of the island surface and its partner on the thermofield
double side. These have been previously studied in [26–91], and reviewed in [92–97]

It is clear that whenever these island surfaces exist and depending on their relative
area to the HM surface, we can either have constant for all times or initially rising Page
curves. However, when such surfaces don’t exist this story breaks and we lose any hope of
describing evolution as unitary. This is for example the case of empty AdSd+1 where the
existence of such surfaces depends on a single parameter called the critical angle.

This problem with unitarity is resolved if we include a black string in the bulk. As
explained above, in this case we found that an island surface always exists [21]. This
existence is independent of the two parameters in the theory, which are the anchoring
point in the CFT, namely Γ and the brane angle θb. Therefore, one could classify the two
types of entropy curves (i.e. constant-for-all-times or initially rising Page curve) in a phase
diagram by studying the area difference between the island surface and the HM surface.
This phase diagram is driven by the Page angle, which is defined as the angle for which the
island surface and the HM surface have the same area. The critical angle still appears in
this picture, since below the critical angle, island surfaces exist only above some anchoring
point in the brane, called the critical anchor. Similar entropy phase structures have also
been studied analytically in lower dimensions [98, 99].

Following these results, one may wonder if they are still true in the case where one
includes dynamical gravity on the brane. In lower dimensions this was achieved by includ-
ing JT gravity on the brane [18]. In higher dimensions we can mimic this by including
an Einstein-Hilbert term in the brane action similar to Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (DGP)
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gravity in an AdS background; this was already done for empty AdS [100], for topological
black holes [101] and for the wedge black string model [102–104]. This opens a new param-
eter that our theory depends on, extending our previous result. This begs the question of
whether the parameter space in this family of theories is limited. These limitations may
arise in the same way as we observed in empty AdS, where the lack of RT-surfaces meant
that entropy couldn’t possibly evolve unitarily for some brane angles. Therefore, our first
task will be to classify the structure of RT surfaces and compute their areas. In doing this
we will not only address the unitarity problem, but also check when we have a Page curve.

In particular, [102, 103] assert that for some part of parameter space, the wedge holo-
graphic model does reproduce the Page curve, while maintaining the massless graviton.
Although we do not study this model here, we refer the reader to future work [105].

Before we summarise these results let us observe that in all our previous studies [21, 22,
106, 107], the natural choice of boundary conditions on the brane were Neumann boundary
conditions. Without a DGP term these conditions translate to right-angle anchoring of the
RT surface on the brane. An important consequence of the boundary conditions in the two-
brane scenario is that the only surface which satisfied them on both branes was the horizon.
This leads to the trivial result that the entropy between the defect and its thermofield
double does not evolve with time (for empty AdS). Although we do not study the two-
gravitating-brane picture in this note, we observe that relaxing the Neumann boundary
conditions can enable new RT surfaces for this case which were not previously studied. In
this former paper [22], as well as in the case of a non-gravitating bath, time-dependence
came from those surfaces anchoring in the non-gravitating region, which is the case we are
going to study in this note.

Overview of the paper. In section 2 we present the setup of the system studied here.
We remind the reader about double holography and the one-brane black string model. We
then proceed to introduce dynamical gravity on the brane at the action level and derive
the corresponding equations of motion to find the RT surfaces in section 3. In section 4 we
compute and present the corresponding areas and the phase structure. The note concludes
in section 5 with some remarks.

2 Double holography and dynamical gravity

In this section we give a brief overview of the holographic model and the black string setup
we will use in this paper, depicted in figure 1. Since the setup is mostly the same as we
have been using in the past few papers [21, 22], we refer the unfamiliar reader to those
papers. The new ingredients in this study will be covered in the latter parts of this section,
so the familiar reader may want to skip to that part.

2.1 Doubly holographic model and the black string

The main setup we want to study in this note is the KR braneworld model. This model
has a good description in terms of three equivalent pictures [11–14, 18]:
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Figure 1. Cartoon of one copy of the KR braneworld considered in this note. The region behind
the Karch-Randall brane has been excised. Two copies of this braneworld are glued along the
brane. The intersection of the brane with the RT surface is not necessarily at right angles and will
be determined by equation (2.9).

• Boundary: d-dimensional CFT with a (d−1)-dimensional defect (BCFTd [10, 108]).

• Bulk: Einstein gravity in an asymptotically AdSd+1 spacetime containing an AdSd
Karch-Randall (KR) brane [14]. This KR brane also has dynamical gravity.

• Intermediate: d-dimensional CFT coupled to “dynamical” gravity on the AdSd
brane [14], with transparent boundary conditions between the brane at infinity and
a nongravitating CFTd (the bath) on half space.

One of the most important consequences of the transparent boundary conditions be-
tween the brane and the non-gravitating bath is that the graviton on the brane acquires a
mass [109–111]. This can be seen from the boundary description, since these boundary con-
ditions lead to the non-conservation of the stress tensor. This in turn picks up an anomaly
dimension, which translates to the mass of the graviton [112].1 The mass of the graviton
can be related to the brane angle (i.e. it is roughly quadratic in the brane angle) for small
angles [113, 114] and to the AdSd+1 length scale for large angles. This means that most com-
putations of the Page curve in d > 2 at a semiclassical level have been performed in models
with a massive graviton [115]. Since we are using the same model, this note and all com-
putations and results presented here have the same feature. We remark that in [102, 103]
the authors claim they’re able to reproduce the Page curve evolution in massless gravity.

Now that we have seen the general idea of coupling a gravitating region to a non-
gravitating bath and the three equivalent descriptions that holography provides, it is time
to include the black string. From the bulk perspective, we start with a (d+ 1)-dimensional
black string environment in which we embed a d-dimensional KR brane. Setting the AdSd+1

1It is a standard fact in AdS/CFT that the anomalous dimension of operators in the boundary appears
as a mass term in the AdS equations.
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radius to 1 we can describe the bulk geometry with the metric,

ds2 = 1
u2 sin2 µ

[
−h(u)dt2 + du2

h(u) + d~x2 + u2dµ2
]
,

h(u) = 1− ud−1

ud−1
h

,

(2.1)

where t ∈ R, u > 0, 0 < µ < π, and ~x ∈ Rd−2. These coordinates slice the AdSd+1 space
into AdSd subspaces, one for each constant µ. The black string induces a black hole in each
slice, one of which is the KR brane, i.e. the µ = θb slice. In particular, by the AdS/CFT
correspondence, this setup is a gravitating black-hole coupled to a non-gravitating black-
hole background in the bath.

Typically, the black string features a thermodynamic instability, called the Gregory-
Laflamme instability. In global AdS this instability is controlled by a combination of two
of the parameters in the theory, the AdS radius and the horizon distance uh. Considering
large enough black strings (compared to the horizon distance) we avoid this instability. For
the case at hand, by considering the Poincaré patch we automatically avoid this, i.e. we
only consider large black holes. Small black holes will be in considered in [91].

We are interested in finding the entanglement entropy between a subregion R (the
radiation region) in the bath and its complement R̄ at a fixed time slice (which we choose
to be t = 0). We will use the usual RT prescription in which we first find all extremal
surfaces Σ satisfying the homology constraint

∂Σ = ∂R∪ ∂I. (2.2)

The second boundary term in the homology constraint, written in terms of the island I,
allows for surfaces to cross the brane into the other KR braneworld.

2.2 Area functional

Now we wish to explicitly find the surfaces satisfying the constraint above. As we will
see shortly, and at the level of finding the RTs, the DGP term will affect the boundary
condition so we will start by not writing it explicitly. The final step will be to extremise
the set of these surfaces and pick the minimal area one.

Looking at the metric, (2.1), we can exploit the translational symmetry along xi to
parameterise the potential RT surfaces as u(µ). Substituting this into our metric, for a
constant t = 0 slice, we can write an area density functional

A =
∫ π

θb

dµ

(u sinµ)d−1

√
u2 + u′(µ)2

h(u) , (2.3)

We observe that uh can be written as an overall factor of u2−d
h in the integral above,

meaning that it scales out of the problem. Thus, we can without loss of generality set
uh = 1. Furthermore, we remark that we will be, mostly, omitting the word “density”
throughout this note
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Our objective now is to extremise this functional and if the set of such extremising
surfaces contains more than one element, to pick the minimal area one. This is done by
solving the Euler-Lagrange equation (i.e. the equation of motion) and imposing appropriate
boundary conditions. This equation can be written explicitly as

u′′ = −(d− 2)uh(u) + (d− 1)u′ cotµ
(

1− tanµ
2

u′

uh(u) + u′2

u2 h(u)

)
−
(
d− 5

2

)
u′2

u
. (2.4)

Until now, this is apparently the same as we have done in the previous study, so let’s see
what changes now.

2.3 DGP term

The area of the RT surface to compute entanglement entropy arises from evaluating the
Ricci scalar on a solution with a conical defect, required by the replica trick [5]. There-
fore, following [100], by introducing a Ricci scalar (via an Einstein-Hilbert term) on the
brane, namely induced by the bulk gravity, we can get an additional contribution to the
entanglement entropy, called the DGP term. The full action on the brane will thus be,

S = −T
∫
ddx

√
−g̃ + 1

16πGb

∫
ddx

√
−g̃R̃ (2.5)

where the g̃ is the induced metric on the brane, R̃ is the corresponding Ricci scalar, T is
the brane’s tension2 and Gb is the Newton’s constant on the brane which parameterises
the strength of gravity there (i.e. the DGP term). With this, the entanglement entropy
computed from the area of the RT surface is

SEE = 1
2

( 2
4GA+ 1

4Gb
Ab
)

= 1
8G(2A+ λbAb) (2.6)

where A is calculated in (2.3) and λb = G
Gb

.3,4 There is also a factor of 2, which comes
from the fact that we have two copies of spacetime in our KR braneworld. The factor
of 1

2 comes from the Z2 orbifolding, although this is a conventional choice. The latter is
the independent parameter that we are going to be free to tune and it is the main new
ingredient in this note. The term Ab is the area density of the point where the RT surface
intersects the brane, it is thus given by

Ab = 1
(u sinµ)d−2

∣∣∣∣
u=ub,µ=θb

(2.7)

where ub is the u-coordinate where the brane intersects the RT surface. This is the last
piece that we need in order to derive the correct boundary conditions for the problem at
hand, so let’s proceed to this now.

2This is related to the brane angle via T = (d−1)
4πG [cos θb + λb

2 (d − 2) sin2 θb]. The author would like to
thank Hao Geng for highlighting this important point.

3We will occasionally omit the subindex and write λ instead of λb to simplify notation.
4G is the bulk’s Newton’s constant.
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The equation of motion (2.4) will not be affected by the boundary term Ab. In this
way, abbreviating the equation of motion by EOM and extremising

0 ≡ 2δA+ λbδAb = −
∫ π

θb

dµ(δu)(EOM) (2.8)

+ 2δu
(u sinµ)d−1

u′

h(u)
√
u2 + (u′)2

h(u)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
π

θb

+ (2− d)λbδu
u(d−1)(sinµ)d−2

∣∣∣∣
u=ub,µ=θb

For Neumann boundary conditions on the brane we must set the second line to zero,
evaluated at the boundary on the brane, namely

u′ = ±(2− d) uλb h(u) sinµ√
4− (d− 2)2h(u) sin2 µλ2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
u=ub,µ=θb

(2.9)

If we further assume d > 2, and since 0 < µ < π/2 then the sign of u′ is fixed to be the same
as the sign of −λb, by requiring that it indeed solves the Neumann boundary conditions. We
observe that the square root in the denominator of (2.9) means that λb can only take values
in (− 2

(d−2) sin θb
√
h(ub)

, 2
(d−2) sin θb

√
h(ub)

), for which u′ can take any value, for fixed θb and ub.

For the rest of this note we will fix d = 4.5 Following the discussion in [100] we can
also write the induced Newton’s constant on the brane as

1
Geff

= 1
G

(1 + λb) (2.10)

This means that at the special value of λb = −1 gravity on the brane becomes infinitely
strong and we should be careful when analysing the results. Furthermore, although we will
analyse all values of λb, if λb ≤ −1, the effective Newton’s constant Geff is negative and so
the theory is non-physical.

As we can see from the equation of motion , solving it analytically is quite difficult
so we are going to follow the same approach as in [22] and solve it numerically, using a
shooting method.

We will now proceed to present some results and therefore (in addition to fixing d = 4)
we fix uh = 1. The latter will not affect any result, since this is an overall scale in the
functional which doesn’t affect the equations of motion.

2.3.1 The λ-parameter

Geometrically we can think of the boundary condition given by u′, as the angle at which
the RT surface intersects the brane. For instance, when u′(θb) = 0 we recover our old
right-angle condition, for example if λb = 0. However for other values of λb the situation
is more complicated since, by looking at (2.9), we also have to consider ub and h(ub).

5This means, when comparing with [100], that the induced Newton’s constant GRS = (d− 2)G/2 is the
same as the bulk Newton’s constant G and hence their λb is the same as our λb. This is not true in general
dimensions (or general radius curvature).
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critical anchor

with atoll

Figure 2. Bound on the parameters λb and ub for which we can reach the bath. The region inside
the red dashed curves shows the theoretical bound we derived above. The region inside the blue
solid curves is the numerical region we obtained from solving the differential equation. For one λb

a critical anchor is marked by a green dot and the shooting points making up the atoll are marked
with a green line.

For example, if we fix the shooting point to ub = 0, then u′ = 0 independently of the
value of λb. We observe that this will not always be possible because the critical anchor
ucrit also plays a role in this story. We remind the reader that the critical anchor [22] is
the lowest point on the brane from which it is not possible to reach the bath, by shooting
from it. In other words, RT candidates are defined in the region of the brane (ucrit, uh),
which receives the name of atoll. For λb = 0 the critical anchor is zero for a brane angle
θb ≥ θc, where θc is the critical angle. For general λb the critical anchor is non-zero even
above the critical angle and hence in general we are not always able to shoot from ub = 0.

On the other hand if we fix ub = uh then equation (2.9) implies that u′(θb) = 0, for
any value of λb. This means that if we shoot to the bath from the horizon, we will stay
at the horizon and we will always reach the bath. If the surface penetrates the horizon
and does not reach the bath on the TFD side from which it was launched, its area will
represent increasing entropy over time and will never result in a Page curve. Therefore,
for the parameter combinations where this occurs, the entropy evolution in our theory will
not be unitary and we will reject this theory. In other words, in addition to the reality
condition we imposed a priori on λb, we will further impose that the corresponding RT
surfaces reach the bath.

Doing this numerically gives us a critical anchor and an atoll for each angle and λb.
Surprisingly the bounds imposed by this are lower than the theoretical reality bounds, as
seen in figure 2.

This figure shows how for fixed values of λb we get a critical anchor and a corresponding
atoll which changes as we change λb. This generalises our old story of critical anchors, which
is now both λb and θb dependent (see figure 3). Furthermore, we observe that there is a
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λb
θ = 0.4θ = 0.5θ = 0.7θ = 0.9θ = 1.θ = 1.1θ = 1.25θ = 1.5θ = 1.7θ = 2.θ = 2.4θ = 2.8θ = 3.05

Figure 3. Bound on the parameters λb and ub for which we can reach the bath for several brane
angles θb. The region inside curves of the same color represent the values of λb and ub for which
we can reach the bath. This region gets wider as we increase θb.

range of λb values, for which shooting anywhere on the brane, we can reach the bath. In
other words, there is a range where the critical anchor shrinks to zero. As an example, for
the case shown in figure 2, this is λb ∈ (−0.884,−0.999)

By performing the computation for multiple values of the brane angle, we can see
how the range of values gets wider as the θb increases, shown in figure 3. We also notice
that as the brane angle increases, the lower bound curves decrease, while the upper bound
curves increase. For small values of the anchoring point u, when |λb| < 1 this increase (or
decrease) is not substantial and so all curves accumulate near λb = ±1. These are somewhat
special values, at λb = −1 the effective Newton’s constant on the brane becomes infinite.
On the other hand, at λb = 1, the value of the brane and the bulk Newton’s constants
match numerically, Gb = G.6 In particular, for the angles considered here, we will see that
λb = −1 is also special when we study the RT structure. For θb = θc ≈ 0.98687 the lower
bound curve of the range crosses entirely the λb = 0 axis. This is consistent with previous
results in [22] since for angles above the critical angle the atoll should cover the whole
brane. Additionally, for angles below the critical angle, the critical anchor monotonically
decreases as the angle increases for any fixed λb ≥ −0.884 and in particular for λb = 0.

3 RT structure

In this section we are going to explore the different types of Ryu-Takayanagi (RT) surfaces
we can have for a fixed set of parameters, that is for a fixed anchoring point in the bath

6We remark that these do not have the same dimensions and hence this equality is just a numerical one.
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Γ, a fixed value for λb and a fixed brane angle θb. We begin by describing the Hartman-
Maldacena (HM) surface, which penetrates the Einstein-Rosen bridge and extends into
the thermofield-double side. The other surfaces are going to be different versions of island
surfaces, which anchor on the brane and cross into the second copy of spacetime in our KR
braneworld.

3.1 HM surface

To study the Hartman-Maldacena surface we are going to change the parametrisation of
our surface, such that µ = µ(u). In this way the area functional becomes:

A =
∫

du

(u sinµ)3

√
1

h(u) + u2µ′(u)2 . (3.1)

where, since we know the surface doesn’t intersect the brane, the DGP term doesn’t affect
the solutions to the Euler-Lagrange equations of this functional. To determine the bound-
ary conditions at the horizon we can, in general, consider the Hartman-Maldacena surface
anchoring at Γ on one side of the thermofield double and Γ̃ at the other side. For simplic-
ity and following [21], we will choose the symmetric case Γ = Γ̃. This imposes Dirichlet
boundary conditions on the bath as with any other RT surface.

The other boundary is at the horizon, so we need to determine what the conditions are
here. In order to do so we are going to assume this surface is smooth across the Einstein-
Rosen bridge, in other words, and since we assumed the HM anchors at the same distance
from the defect on both sides of the TFD, that it has no “kinks”. In adapted (tortoise-like)
coordinates, dr = du

u
√
h
, this can be mathematically written as: µ′(r = 0) = 0

Following [21], we can either expand the solution to the equation of motion in this
coordinates, or translate to our old parametrisation µ(u). If we do the latter, we note that
the expansion will contain half integer powers of (uh−u).7 After doing this, we uniquely fix
the solution by choosing the Γ and the angle at which the HM surface crosses the horizon
θHM . This is equivalent (using our power expansion) as choosing the boundary conditions:

µ(uhΓ) = π, µ(uh) = θHM , µ′(uh) = 2 cot θHM
uh

, (3.2)

3.2 Island surfaces

In this section we are going to analyse the RT surfaces giving rise to islands, i.e. surfaces
which anchor on the bath and the brane. In the doubly holographic models, islands are
generally considered to be the regions on the brane going into the horizon, depicted in
figure 1. In previous work we found that, when there was no DGP term, the existence of
RT surfaces was driven by a specific angle value, which we called the critical angle θc. For
angles θ < θc, there is a specific value of anchoring point, the critical anchor, on the brane
below which we can never reach the bath [22].

Something similar will occur in our setup; for a fixed angle and a fixed DGP coupling
λb, there is a finite range of anchoring points from which we can reach the bath. In

7This is because r ∼
√
uh − u.
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Figure 4. Critical anchors as a function of brane angle θb for several values of λb > −1.

other words, we generalise the critical anchor slightly, where now this depends on these
two parameters. We already noted this in figure 3, where we gave the minimum range of
values for which we can reach the bath by shooting from anywhere in the brane. As we
increase or decrease λb, we can reach the whole bath only by shooting from a section of the
brane, namely the atoll. We can extract the critical anchor information and plot them as
a function of θb for each λb, like we show in figure 4 for λb > −1 and figure 5 for λb < −1.

As we can see in figure 4 the critical anchors are monotonically decreasing with in-
creasing brane angle or decreasing λb. There are two main behaviours we observe in this
figure. When 1 < λb < 2 the curves don’t decrease with decreasing slope, but show a
small bump. The λb = 1 value is somewhat significant because it is where the Newton’s
constants on the brane and the bulk numerically match.

When −1 < λb < 1, we see that the critical anchors, all follow similar curves to our
previous results, i.e. λb = 0 [22]. In fact, if we think of the critical angle as the angle
at which the critical anchor shrinks to the defect ub = 0, then by following the curves in
figure 4 to their intersection with the θb-axis, we can also define a generalised critical angle.
As we can see this decreases with increasing λb. Of course, one may think of the critical
angle as determined in empty AdS and hence there is no possible generalisation in this
case. In the next section we are going to take this latter interpretation.

When λb ≤ −1, the behaviour of the critical anchors in relation to λb is reversed. As
seen in figure 5, decreasing λb increases the critical anchor, while the behaviour in relation
to the brane angle remains unchanged. In this case, we also notice that the critical anchors
seem to have a similar behaviour as when 1 < λb < 2 with a slope that appears to be
small (near zero) for some angles. This produces generalised critical angles above π/2 for
|λb| > 1. When λb = −1, i.e. when Geff becomes infinite making the theory on the brane
non-physical, the critical anchors approach ub = 0 asymptotically.
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Figure 5. Critical anchors as a function of brane angle θb for several values of λb ≤ −1.

Figure 6. Plots of the shooting points on the brane ub vs the anchoring points on the bath Γ for
several values of θ for λ = −1. The yellow lines show the Γmin values.

Another way of putting the above observations is that the size of the atoll increases
when we increase the brane angle or when the value of λb approaches −1, from above in
figure 4 or from below in figure 5. If we view the degrees of freedom on the brane as
redundant with those on the bath, in the limit when the effective Newton’s constant is
infinite, i.e. Geff →∞ information on the brane gets delocalised. On the other hand when
this ratio has a large absolute value information on the brane is localised near the horizon,
i.e. the resulting size of the island is small and is located near the horizon.
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Furthermore we can study in more detail how the anchoring point on the brane affects
the anchoring point on the bath. When doing so we discover an interesting behaviour at
λb ≤ −1, which we depict in figure 6. We distinguish two behaviours. When θb ≤ 0.825
there is a one-to-one correspondence between shooting points on the brane, above some
critical anchor, and an anchoring point Γ on the bath. This is similar to the situation we
observed for other values of λb. However when we increase the angle past this value, the
critical anchor shrinks to the defect and there is a region close to the horizon, for which a
single point in the bath may have up to three corresponding RT-candidates. This region
is characterised by some Γmin above which these three surfaces exist and below which we
have a unique RT candidate. This unique RT candidate is the one which has a smallest
shooting point ub and which we call RT-1. The next RT-candidate, ordering them by
shooting point is what we call RT-2. Finally the RT-candidate which is shot farthest from
the defect receives the name of RT-3. This situation is depicted in figure 7.

Moreover, the value of Γmin monotonically decreases with increasing brane angle θb.8
Associated to this value there is a shooting point umin, such that the point (umin,Γmin) is
in the curves shown in figure 6. These umin points also decrease with increasing θb. The
important thing for the case at hand, is that following the RT prescription, when there is
a competition between RT-candidates we need to choose the minimal area one. Thus, if
there is some transition in the RT surface between the RT-candidates listed, this occurs
for decreasing values of Γ. This is in fact what will happen as we will see shortly, once we
compute the areas of the RT-candidates.

When λb = −1.1, the same three competing surfaces and the same behaviour is found
for angles θb ≥ 1.225. When λb = −1.2 this behaviour is found for angles θb ≥ 1.4 and
when λb = −1.3 it is found for θb ≥ 1.525. This poses a technical difficulty when computing
areas for λb ≤ −1 and angles above π/2. Furthermore, as we will see in the next section,
the areas generally decrease with λb for any given brane angle. Therefore, with the aim
of characterising when the areas vanish and producing a phase diagram, we will decide to
compute the areas up to a brane angle of π/2.

4 Numerical results

Now that we have given a detailed account of what the possible RT-candidates are we can
proceed to compute their areas. As we mentioned above we will have two competing RT
surfaces: the island surface and the HM surface. The former has a constant area in time
while the latter has an area which grows in time, because of the growing Einstein-Rosen
bridge. In this section we compute the area differences between the island surfaces and the
Hartman-Maldacena surface

∆A(t) = AIS −AHM (t) (4.1)

which is automatically finite in the UV. We perform the computation at t = 0, since we
know what the time-evolution of each term. We use the results from our previous section

8See figure 14 in appendix A.
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Figure 7. Polar plot of the three RT-candidates described above for Γ = 0.9. The value brane
angle is θb = 1.2, for which Γmin = 0.873845.

about the existence of RT surfaces to find the areas.9 Finally, from this data we obtain
the entropy phase structure for the present case.

The situation where λ ≤ −1 brings a new challenge, since for certain angles we have
several competing surfaces, so we will also need to be careful here to compute the smaller
area surface.

4.1 Area difference for fixed parameters

Before proceeding we make a small philosophical distinction about the parameters. Al-
though there is no a priori hierarchy between the three parameters and we are free to
choose, λb, θb and Γ, we would like to think about the first two as in some sense fixed
before Γ. What we mean is that the brane angle and the gravity on the brane are fixed in
the particular universe we study. However, the location on the bath where we measure the
entropy depends on the location of the observer. In other words, an observer in a particular
universe can always move further from the defect to choose another region on the bath to
measure the entropy. That observer cannot change the brane angle nor the strength of the
gravity on the brane unless that observer changes universes. Although we’ll vary all of the
parameters in our computations, we are going to do so by fixing λb and θb and plotting the
areas as a function of Γ.

Methodologically, we have decided to compute the areas for angles θ ∈ (0.4, π/2)
(in steps of θ = 0.025).10 The parameter λb will run in the range (−2, 2), in steps of

9Formally we are computing area differences given by (4.1), but in the text we will loosely refer to “areas”.
10We remark that the tensionless branes are generally not at θb = π/2, given that the tension vanishes

at some angle depending on λb, which can be obtained from the relation between brane tension and angle
quoted above. The choice of this range of angles is based on practical reasons, namely that the region of
interest for this note lies in this range, as we will see form the phase diagram.
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λb = 0.05. It’s worth noting that this range includes values that correspond to theories
that are considered non-physical. However, for the sake of completeness, we will still
consider these values in our analysis. As we noted above, the particular value of λb may
limit the range of shooting points on the brane, i.e. the size of the atoll, but in terms of
the position on the bath Γ, we will still cover the whole bath, so Γ ∈ (0, 1).

4.1.1 λ = −1

We now present some of the technical difficulties, in particular for the λ = −1 case, where
the situation is a bit more intricate. We have noticed above that for a fixed Γ we can have
up to three competing RT surfaces. We have ordered these according to the shooting point
on the brane: RT-1, the one closer to the defect, RT-2, the one in the middle and RT-3,
the one closer to the horizon (see figure 7). In figure 6 we can see that when the angle is
θ ≤ 0.825, there is a unique surface for each shooting point on the brane and hence there is
no competition. Furthermore, when Γ < Γmin, there is also a unique surface, so again, this
is the smallest area surface. However, when we increase the angle above 0.85 two surfaces,
RT-2 and RT-3 appear for Γ > Γmin. Let us analyse each of the areas independently to
explain this situation.

For RT-1, the area is positive near Γ = 0 and diverges as Γ→ 1. The shooting point for
RT-1 is located on the brane, close to the AdS boundary, and it is therefore not regulated.
This might lead one to expect a positive divergence for this area, but this is compensated
by subtracting a similar DGP contribution, in (2.6). When Γ = 1 the area blows up again,
because here the HM has large negative renormalised area. This behaviour was noted in [2].
This competition between the non-boundary area and the DGP term, produces a nearly
constant area for every angle, for this surface.

For RT-2 and RT-3, we see a similar behaviour, reaching a smallest area at the point
where we shoot directly to Γmin, since this shooting point is closer to the defect. More
precisely, RT-2 and RT-3 have monotonically increasing area for Γ > Γmin. However, in
this range of Γs, RT-3 has slightly smaller area, only equating RT-2 precisely at Γmin, where
these surface are degenerate.11 This rules out RT-2 as a competing surface. Nevertheless,
these surfaces have decreasing area with increasing angle and hence, immediately after
appearing they will dominate over RT-1. Both surfaces have the same divergence when
Γ→ 1, which we observed in RT-1 and is what we would expect for any of these.

Collecting these results, we have the following behaviour in the area for a fixed angle
as a function of Γ. Below θb = 0.85, the area (determined by the area of RT-1) is slightly
positive close to the defect and then increases with Γ. It diverges again for Γ close to the
horizon because of the Hartman-Maldacena surface. When the angle is at or above 0.85 this
behaviour is maintained at Γ < Γmin, being RT-1 the dominant surface. At Γmin, there is a
transition in which RT-3 becomes dominant, with a smaller area and keeps dominating all
the way up to the stage where Γ reaches the horizon and the area diverges. This produces a
jump from a larger area RT-1, to a smaller area, RT-3 which looks discontinuous. Although
here we won’t resolve this discontinuity, we suspect that sampling more points in the bath

11See figure 15 in appendix A which illustrates this explanation.
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can show a steep but smooth transition between these surfaces. This would produce two
points for which ∆A = 0. However the conservative approach we’ll take here is to think
of this jump as discontinuous. This is similar to the discontinuity observed in [22, 91],
when the tiny islands take over. As we can see in figure 6, increasing the angle means that
Γmin is decreased and appears for lower shooting points ub. In other words RT-2 and RT-3
appear “sooner” and thus this jump also occurs sooner.

4.1.2 Area difference as a function of λb
Here we look closer at the numerical results, depicting only a representative subset of
the areas computed. These show the main features we observed in our computations. In
particular, we can plot the area difference ∆A for t = 0 as a function of Γ for several
λb-values. This produces a 2-D surface for each angle. Below, in figures 8 and 9 we just
show a few of these surfaces.

As we can see in figures 8 and 9, the area increases monotonically with λb until we
reach λb = −1. Here we observe that the areas near the defect, Γ = 0, are positive, as we
described above and which will be more evident when we present these areas for fixed λbs.
In figure 8, for λb between −1 and 0 we see how the near defect area becomes increasingly
negative as we increase the angle. This behaviour is exacerbated until we reach θb = 1, for
which the negative areas also appear closer to λb = 0. In figure 9, this trend is maintained
even for positive λs. To explain this we recall that for λb = 0 we recover our results
in [22]. Here we observed this divergence, which was caused by infinitesimal surfaces which
wrapped the defect, namely the tiny islands. For non-zero values of λb, we can now have
a non-zero critical anchor, even above the critical angle. Hence we don’t obtain these
tiny islands as limits of any surface, namely we cannot continuously shoot to the defect.
However, the critical anchor gets smaller as λb → −1 from below (see figure 5) and so,
when we have large negative λb (λb ≤ −1) the RT-surface has a finite large shooting point
ub and doesn’t diverge to negative infinity. As we increase λb the critical anchor sinks
into the defect and the tiny islands take over. For small negative values of λb, we are
subtracting a large negative area from an already negative term (tiny islands) by the DGP
contribution as given in equation (2.7). Since the range of λbs for which the critical anchor
shrinks into the defect increases with angle, this produces an increasingly pronounced dip
in figures 8 and 9 near Γ = 0. Something similar occurs for larger values of λb, where again
the appearance of a critical anchor truncates the existence of tiny islands, preventing the
area difference to diverge to negative infinity.

This behaviour suggests that any definition of the critical angle that depends on the
existence of tiny islands, or as mentioned before, on the critical anchor sinking to the defect,
will also be affected by the inclusion of the DGP term. However, our focus is on comparing
our parameters to the critical angle of empty AdS without a DGP term, and thus we will
not define the critical angle in this manner.

Furthermore, away from the Γ = 0 defect the areas are monotonically increasing with
one exception. Although it is less noticeable in the other angles, in figure 9, for θb = 1.4 and
λb = −1, the area monotonically increases until it reaches the Γmin we described before.
At this point we have a discontinuity corresponding to the transition between RT-1 and
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θ=0.4 θ=0.6 θ=0.75 θ=1.0
Figure 8. Area of the RT surface as a function of Γ and λb for angles between θ = 0.4 and θ = 1.

RT-3. Away from the λb = −1 value the area is finite and monotonically increases with Γ
for every angle. In all cases, the area diverges to infinity as Γ → 1. Above we mentioned
that this divergence was caused by the fact that the HM surface has a renormalised area
which diverges to −∞. In other words, the explanation of this divergence comes from the
fact that in (4.1) we are subtracting a −∞ term. Another way to see this divergence is
using the fact that when Γ gets close to the horizon, the corresponding HM shrinks to a
point. This means that it “cuts off” less of the RT surface which still picks up a divergence.

We recall that a negative area difference ∆A, means that the island surface is smaller
than the HM surface, which generally grows with time. Therefore, we can summarise
these observation by: an observer sitting close to the defect for λb ≥ −1, will (depending
on the angle) measure a constant entropy curve. Furthermore, because of the competing
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θ=1.2 θ=1.4
Figure 9. Area of the RT surface as a function of Γ and λb for angles θ = 1.2 and θ = 1.4.

λ=-2.0 λ=-1.5 λ=-1.0 λ=-0.5 λ=-0.25

Figure 10. Area of the RT surface as a function of Γ and θb for λb < 0.

surfaces at larger angles, this is also true for an observer sitting closer to the horizon. We
remind the reader that exactly at λb = −1, the effective Newton’s constant on the brane,
Geff , becomes infinite and hence the theory is considered non-physical. As we increase
λb the area differences will become positive and the observer will be able to measure a
non-constant entropy curve.

4.1.3 Area difference as a function of θb

To get some more intuition and to show some of the things we described above, we can
similarly fix the λb value and plot ∆A vs Γ for several angles. In this way each 2D surface
corresponds to one λb-value. We can see these surfaces in figures 10 and 11

In figure 10 we show some of the surfaces obtained for λb ≤ 0. When λb is sufficiently
large and negative (panel on the left of the figure) we see that the area is finite independently
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λ=0 λ=0.5 λ=1.0 λ=2.0

Figure 11. Area of the RT surface as a function of Γ and θb for λb ≥ 0.

of the angle.12 This is what we observed above and it is because there is a non-zero critical
anchor which, even when Γ = 0, keeps our surface anchored away from the defect. The area
monotonically increases with the brane angle θb and λb. As before, the area is divergent
when Γ→ 1.

In the centre figure, the areas are approximately constant with brane angle, but in-
creasing with Γ for most of parameter space. However for larger angles we observe the
transition between RT-1 and RT-3. The latter surface has monotonically increasing area
with Γ, which is also appreciated in this panel. Furthermore, we observe how this transition
occurs at decreasing Γmin as we increase the brane angle. We remind the reader that thus
far, these theories have Geff < 0 and hence can be considered as non-physical.

On the right panel of figure 10, the areas still increase with Γ, but the trend with respect
to θb is reversed, namely now we have decreasing areas with brane angle. This behaviour
with respect to the two parameters will be maintained for all λb > −1 in figure 11. The
other new ingredient is the tiny island effect which appears when Γ → 0 and θ > θcrit.
The dependence of the critical anchor on λb can clearly be seen by the fact that the areas
diverge faster to −∞ for angles larger than θc as λb approaches zero from below. The
leftmost panel of figure 11 shows the case where the DGP coupling is turned off, λb = 0
and this matches the results in [22].

Comparing these figures we see how the tiny islands are somewhat tamed by the DGP
coupling. However as we can see by comparing the first and third panel of 10 the DGP
term has a greater effect on the smaller angles, reversing the monotonic behaviour of the
area as a function of brane angle. This is evident from equation (2.7) which is proportional
to 1/ sin θb2 and since the anchors are roughly fixed in a small range, as we would expect
for small angles. We will comment on the signs of the areas below.

In general, the areas for any λb and θb can be positive or negative so we can ask the
question about when the areas are precisely zero, this is what we proceed to do now.

12We expect the areas to diverge as the brane angle approaches θb → 0, from it becoming the AdS
boundary, but this is outside the range of values computed in this note.
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λ = 0.5λ = 0.λ = -0.05λ = -0.1λ = -0.2λ = -0.3λ = -0.4λ = -0.5λ = -0.6λ = -0.75λ = -0.9λ = -1.λ = -1.5λ = -2.

Figure 12. Γ and θb for which ∆A = 0 for several values of λb. The horizon is at Γ = 1. For the
first few curves the area is positive for a small range near the horizon, independently of the angle.
Our previous results are reproduced by the black curve λb = 0.

4.2 Phase structure

We have presented a detailed account for the area differences as a function of the different
parameters in our theory; Γ, θb and λb. Now that we have observed the different trends we
can analyse the entropy phase structure given in this parameter space. We recall that the
sign of ∆A will determine what surface dominates at t = 0. Since the HM has a linear area
evolution with time, a positive ∆A means that the entropy follows a Page curve evolution.
However, when ∆A is negative the constant area island surface is the RT-surface whose area
is proportional to the entropy and hence the entropy is just constant. Therefore, the ques-
tion of when ∆A vanishes is a question about when we have an entropy evolution following
a Page curve. We remark that both situations satisfy unitarity, since we already discarded
the non-unitary theories, that is how we limited the parameter space in the first place.

Here we present the main result in this note which is the entropy phase structures dia-
grams. These are curves showing the values of Γ and θb for which ∆A = 0 for fixed λb values.

From the plot in figure 12 we observe several different behaviours. When λb is between
−2 and −1 we observe that the curves in the phase diagram never intersect the θb-axis.
This means that the area never vanishes at the defect (for this range of angles), or in other
words there is no proper definition of the Page angle, the angle for which the vanishing
area surface has Γ = 0. In fact, for these few first curves, the region where ∆A > 0 is a
smaller region of parameter space which is also close to the horizon. Since ∆A < 0 means
that there is a flat entropy curve (because the island surface starts dominant at t = 0), this
means that for most of the parameter space there is no Page curve. In particular when
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λb = −2 or λb = −1.5, we see the tendency of the curve to drop, but it is still mostly
close to the horizon. Again we remark that these theories (when λb ≤ −1) are unphysical
from the start. However in the limit where Geff →∞, or in other words when λb → 1, we
see that the competing surfaces described above only allows for vanishing areas in a small
region of angles. Therefore, the corresponding λb = −1 curve (in yellow) is shorter than
the other curves. In this case we can imagine a vertical line from the left end of this curve
delimiting the ∆A > 0 region from the ∆A < 0 region.

When λb > −1, the curves intersect the θb-axis and roughly half of parameter space
will give us a page curve, ∆A > 0 and half will have a constant entropy evolution. As
we increase λb the constant entropy region gets smaller. In fact when λb > 1, we didn’t
observe negative areas and hence there is no vanishing area curves, although we suspect
this will not be the case if we look at larger angles. This can also be seen in figure 11.
This means that the corresponding curves (which are not shown in the figure), would just
be flat lines sitting on the θb-axis.

We can also reformulate these observations in terms of what, in previous works, we
called the constant entropy belt. This is the region of the bath containing anchoring points
Γ, for which the area is ∆A < 0. In the past, [21], this belt had a size which was monotonic
with angle and this is what we observe here for λb > −1. In particular we observe this for
what would reproduce our previous results λb = 0. In this way we remark that this figure,
directly extends figure 10 in [21] However, when λb = −2 or λb = −1.5, this monotonicity
is broken. We see the belt first decreases and then increases in both cases.

Finally, since some of the curves appear to intersect the θb-axis, we can extract, by
extrapolating these curves, a Page angle for each value of λb. We now proceed to do this
extrapolation. This extrapolation will carry some intrinsic error, but to show the robustness
of our method, we observe that for λb = 0 the Page angle we obtain is 0.972. This is only
marginally different from the value we had in our previous study [21] of θP ≈ 0.975.

4.3 Page angles

Extracting the Page angle, namely the angle for which the area of the curve shooting to
the defect vanishes, for each value of λb in figure 12 we obtain the figure 13.

As we noted before, we can check our method by comparing the θP we obtain now
compared to what we obtained before [21] and we observe that this is roughly the same,
namely approximately 0.972.

We can see that the Page angle monotonically increases with the value of λb. Therefore,
there is another interesting quantity we can extract from this plot and this is the value of
the DGP coupling for which the Page angle is the critical angle. We recall that in empty
AdS the Page angle is the same as the critical angle. The reason why this is not true for
the black string, is because the HM has a non-zero renormalised area and hence subtracts a
small number from the island surface area at the critical angle. Thus, the area at the critical
angle is slightly negative and hence the value of θb for which the area vanishes lies slightly
below θc. In the case at hand, by fine tuning the strength of the gravity in the brane, namely
the DGP coupling parameter, λb, we can lift the effect of the black string and make the
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Figure 13. Page angles θP age as a function of λb. At λb = 0, we obtain θP ≈ 0.972, matching our
previous results. Furthermore the curve monotonically increases.

Page angle match the critical angle again. A similar thing has been done in [91], where the
fine tuned parameter is the black hole size. This happens for approximately λb ≈ 0.0364.

5 Conclusions

We have extended the study in [21] analysing the subregion entropy for a doubly holographic
black string model. The system is dual to a BCFTd with a black-hole background and
to a non-gravitating bath coupled to an AdSd brane in which dynamical gravity can been
turned on. This dynamical gravity is parameterised by a coupling λb which measures the
strength of gravity on the brane. In this way we are testing the parameter space of the
black string model with respect to the anchoring point on the bath, the AdSd brane angle
and the strength of the DGP term, (Γ, θb, λb).

In empty AdS we previously observed that island surfaces did not exist below the
critical angle. This issue was resolved at finite temperature, namely for the λb = 0 system
giving us a rich phase structure. However this phase structure could be modified by the
inclusion of dynamical gravity. Therefore our aim here was to limit the parameter space for
well-behaved theories supporting islands and to study the subregion entropy phases when
the strength of gravity on the brane was modified. In particular, throughout this note we
focused on unitary evolution of entropy and the existence of a Page curve.

In order to do this, we have first proceeded to study the RT structure of the system,
namely the existence and number of competing RT-candidates. For most of the parameter
space there was a single island RT-candidate for a shooting point on the brane. This
shooting point was limited to only a fraction of the brane, characterising the size of the
island. This extends our critical anchor story, since now, changing the λb parameter allows
for non-zero critical anchors even above the critical angle. For the particular case of
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λb = −1 we observed 3 competing RT-candidates and steep phase transition between two
of these. This phase transition was captured by a special value of anchoring point on the
bath Γmin. All of this shows a richer RT structure which we needed to take into account
when computing their areas.

With this in mind we computed the areas and presented them as 2D surfaces. Some of
the behaviour they exhibited matched our previous work but some of it was new and needed
to be explained. In particular, as mentioned, we highlight the case of λ = −1 and how the
tiny island effects were lifted by large absolute value strength of DGP coupling. All of this is
summarised in figure 12, which constitutes the main result in this note. Here we distinguish
the parts of parameter space which give us a Page curve from those that give us an eternally
constant entropy. In any case it seems both situations present a unitary evolution and hence
means that the theories in the parameter space are stable against unitarity tests.

We can use this information to obtain the value of λb for which the critical angle
matches the Page angle, which we obtained to be λb ≈ 0.0364. In other words, one can fine
tune the strength of gravity on the brane so that the effect of the black string on the renor-
malised area of HM is lifted and we obtain what we had in the case of empty AdS. The dif-
ference is that now, unlike in empty AdS we do have island surfaces below the critical angle.

In recent work it was discussed that the DGP terms may solve the issue of massive
gravity in island models [102, 103]. In this note we have seen how the parameter space
is confined in order for islands to exist. Something similar might be expected for wedge
holographic models were we can also impose other constraints. This is going to be analysed
in more detail in future work [105].

This study has focused on the entropy phase structure and RT surfaces for angles
θb < π/2. However, the relationship between brane tension and angle indicates that for
larger λb, there may be a range of subcritical brane angles that are still physical above
π/2. It would be interesting to explore this further for larger angles and values of DGP
coupling, and determine how the competition between three RT surfaces is resolved and if
any phase transitions occur.
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A Supporting plots

Here we show some of the plots which were used in part of the computations in the main
text. They illustrate some of the descriptions and claims above.
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Figure 14. Plot of Γmin for λb = −1.

Figure 15. Areas for RT-1, RT-2 and RT-3 for λb = −1 and θb = 1.35. The yellow line marks the
position of Γmin.

Figure 14 shows what we claimed for λb = −1. This is that Γmin decreases as we
increase the brane angle.

Figure 15 shows the areas for two of the competing surfaces when λb = −1 and θb =
1.35. The surfaces RT-2 and RT-3 become degenerate at Γmin, while the surfaces RT-1 and
RT-2 become degenerate at Γ = 1. Above this value we have three competing RT surfaces:
RT-1, RT-2 and RT-3. We can see how RT-2 and RT-3 have increasing area as Γ→ 1, but
overall, RT-3 has a slightly smaller area than RT-2
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