arXiv:1412.8629v2 [hep-th] 6 Jan 2015

IMSc/2014/12/14

Singularity Resolution + Unitary

Evolution + Horizon = Firewall ?

S. Kalyana Rama

Institute of Mathematical Sciences, C. I. T. Campus, Tharamani, CHENNAI 600 113, India.

email: krama@imsc.res.in

ABSTRACT

We assume that a quantum gravity theory exists where evolutions are unitary, no information is lost, singularities are resolved, and horizons form. Thus a massive star will collapse to a black hole having a horizon and an interior singularity–resolved region. Based on unitarity and on a postulated relation, we obtain an evolution equation for the size of this region. As the black hole evolves by evaporation and accretions, this region grows, meets the horizon, and becomes accessible to an outside observer. The required time is typically of the order of black hole evaporation time. If the boundary of the singularity–resolved region can be considered as the firewall of Almheiri et al then this marks the appearance of a firewall.

(1) Consider the gravitational collapse of a very massive star. Such a collapse is believed to result in the formation of a black hole, containing a singularity at the center and a horizon surrounding it, with the constituents of the star taken to have disappeared down the singularity, and with the spacetime outside the horizon being given, for example, by the Schwarzschild solution in the static spherically symmetric case. The black hole horizon has Bekenstein–Hawking entropy and emits Hawking radiation until the horizon reaches Planckian size. As Hawking has argued, such an evolution is non unitary and leads to information loss.

In any quantum gravity theory, the evolutions are expected to be unitary, no information is expected to be lost, and the singularities are expected to be resolved. However, whether horizons are present or absent is still debatable. For a sample of works containing similar ideas regarding singularity and/or unitarity and/or horizon, see [1] – [9] where horizons are assumed to be present, [10] for Mathur’s fuzzball proposal which postulates that horizons are absent, [11] where high entropic objects are considered, and [12] where it is argued that horizons are absent.

In this paper, we assume that a quantum gravity theory exists where evolutions are unitary, no information is lost, and singularities are resolved. We further assume that horizons are present, atleast initially, having the same properties as found by standard semi classical analysis. Thus, in such a theory, the gravitational collapse of a very massive star will result in the formation of a black hole which now contains a singularity–resolved region at the center, and a horizon surrounding it which has an entropy given by Bekenstein–Hawking formula and emits Hawking radiation. The spacetime outside the horizon will be given by standard solutions in general relativity. In the following, for the sake of brevity, we refer to the singularity–resolved region at the center as singularity cloud.

We consider a spherically symmetric black hole, and analyse the consequences of the singularity resolutions and unitary evolutions on the singularity cloud and on the horizon as the black hole evolves further by evaporation and any possible accretions. Postulating a simple relation between the size of the singularity cloud and its contents, and based on the unitarity of the evolution, we obtain an equation for the size and analyse its consequences.

We find that, much before its size becomes Planckian, horizon will meet the singularity cloud. The singularity cloud then becomes accessible to an outside observer, thus the horizon ceases to exist. The boundary of this singularity cloud can perhaps be considered as the firewall of Almheiri et al [7]. If so then access to the singularity cloud marks the appearance of firewall. The time of this appearance depends on the assumptions made about the size of the singularity cloud, and also on any accretions that may take place in the intervening period, but it is typically of the order of black hole evaporation time.

We conclude with a summary and a few questions for further studies.

(2) Consider a spherically symmetric black hole formed in a stellar collapse in d + 1 dimensional spacetime. Let R_h, S, M, and T denote its horizon radius, entropy, mass, and Hawking temperature respectively. In Planckian units, S, M, and T may be written in terms of R_h as

S = C_S R^{d−1}_h , M = C_M R^{d−2}_h , T = C_T R^{−1}_h (1) where C_S and C_M are positive numerical constants and C_T =^{d−2}_{d−1}^{CM}_{CS} . Let the initial values of (R_h, S, M) be given by

(R_h, S, M)|_{t=0} = (R_{h0}, S_0, M_0) ≫ 1 (2) where (R_{h0}, S_0, M_0) obey the relations given in equation (1) and t = 0 is taken as the black hole formation time, namely as the time when the transients of the collapse have died down and the black hole has begun to emit Hawking radiation.

The black hole evaporates by emitting Hawking radiation, therefore its mass will decrease. Also, the black hole may accrete more matter in which case its mass will increase. Thus, (R_h, S, M, T ) are all functions of time. The rate of mass loss due to evaporation ∝ (Area) (temperature)^{d+1} and, hence, one obtains Ṁ_{evap} = −^{Cevap}_{R2h} where C_{evap} is a positive numerical constant and an overdot denotes time derivative. Similarly, the rate of mass gain due to accretion may be written as Ṁ_{accr} = g(t) ≥ 0 . The total rate of mass change is, therefore, given by Ṁ = Ṁ_{evap} + Ṁ_{accr} = − C^{evap} R^2_h

+ g(t) . (3)

The corresponding changes in the entropy S are obtained by δS =^{δM}_T . The total rate of entropy change is, therefore, given by Ṡ = Ṡ_{evap} + Ṡ_{accr} = R^h C_T ( − C_{evap} R^2_h + g(t) ) . (4)

Equations (1) and (3), or (4), lead to an equation for R_h(t) given by Ṙ_h = R^{3−dh} (d − 2) C_M ( − C_{evap} R^2_h + g(t) ) , (5)

which is to be solved with an initial condition R_h(0) = R_{h0} . Equations (1) then give the entropy S(t) and the mass M(t) .

(3) Consider the interior of the black hole. In the standard semiclassical analysis, there is a singularity of Planckian size at the center and the constituents of the collapsing star are taken to have disappeared down the singularity. Now, we are assuming that a quantum gravity theory exists where the singularities are resolved, evolutions are unitary, and no information is lost. Hence, in the interior of the black hole now, there should be no singularities. Furthermore, whatever is in the interior must be capable of encoding the information about the black hole formation and its further evolution.

Let the singularity be resolved, and let the resulting singularity–resolved region be of size L and contain N number of ‘quantum gravity units’ which can encode information of order one bit each. For the sake of brevity, we refer to the singularity–resolved region as singularity cloud, and ‘quantum gravity units’ as simply units. The size L and the number of units N will depend on time t as the black hole evolves further by evaporation and accretions.

It is physically reasonable to expect, and hence we assume, that the initial number of units N_0 equals the initial entropy S_0 of the black hole formed, so that information about the collapse of the star and the formation of black hole can all be encoded in the singularity cloud. Also, in a theory where the singularities are resolved, the size L should depend on N and be parametrically much larger than Planck length. Otherwise there will be ‘remnant problems’. Thus we write L ∝ N^σ and, most conservatively, require only that σ > 0 . Note that: (i) Semiclassically L = O(1), equivalently σ = 0 . (ii) The value σ =^1_d is natural since it implies a density of order one unit per unit Planck volume. (iii) σ >^1_{d−1} implies that the initial size of the singularity cloud L_0 is larger than the initial horizon size R_{h0} which means that there is no horizon. Hence σ ≤^1_{d−1} since horizon is assumed to be present atleast initially. Thus, similarly as in equation (1), we write the relation between the size L of the singularity cloud and the number of units

N contained in it as

N = C_N L^α , d − 1 ≤ α < ∞ (6)

where C_N is a positive numerical constant and α =^1_σ . The ratio^L_{Rh} is given by ( L R_h )_α = C^{αd−1}s C_N ( N S^{αd−1} ) . (7)

The assumption that horizon is present initially implies that L_0 < R_{h0} . Since N_0 = S_0 ≫ 1 , it then follows that α ≥ d − 1 and C_N > C_S if α = d − 1 .

Now consider the evolution of the number N as the black hole evaporates and accretes. The number N encodes the information about evolution. Hence, the rate of change of N due to accretion should be given by Ṅ_{accr} = Ṡ_{accr} = Ṁ_{accr} T ≥ 0 so that accretion information can be encoded in the singularity cloud.

Consider evaporation, due to which the entropy and mass of the black hole decrease. If Ṅ_{evap} = Ṡ_{evap} then Ṅ_{evap} < 0 and, eventually, these decreasing number of units will not be able to encode the information about the formation and the evolution of the black hole. However, if δN = |δS| in any process where the entropy S of the black hole is changed then δN > 0 and the information about such a change can continue to be encoded in the singularity cloud by these increasing number of units. We assume that this is the case. Then the rate of change of N due to evaporation should be given by Ṅ_{evap} = |Ṡ_{evap}| > 0 , which may also be thought of as the ingoing Hawking photons giving rise to new quantum gravity degrees of freedom upon falling into the singularity cloud. Thus, the total rate of change of the number of units N in the singularity cloud is given by Ṅ = Ṅ_{evap} + Ṅ_{accr} = R^h C_T ( C_{evap} R^2_h + g(t) ) > 0 . (8)

The corresponding change in the size L then follows from equation (6).

Thus, for given initial values and a given accretion rate, one solves equation (5) for R_h(t) . One then solves equation (8) for N(t) . Equations (1) and (6) then give S, M, and L as functions of t . Note that N and L increase with respect to t , and that R_h decreases if the accretion rate is sufficiently small. Thus, once the accretion rate has become sufficiently small or vanished for good, there will eventually be a time t = t_{fw} when L = R_h . This is when the singularity cloud meets horizon and becomes accessible to an outside observer. If the boundary of the singularity cloud can be taken as the firewall of Almheiri et al then t_{fw} is the time when the firewall appears.

(4) Consider equation (5) for R_h(t) . It is a non autonomous, first order, ordinary differential equation. For a given arbitrary function g(t), it is reasonably easy to understand the behaviour of the solution but, in general, it is not possible to obtain a closed form expression for R_h(t) . Hence, we first present a few illustrative examples. In the following, let t_{fw} be the time when the singularity cloud meets the horizon. Then L_{fw} = R_{h fw} = ( S_{fw} C_s )^1_{d−1} (9) where the subscripts fw on the variables denote their values at t = t_{fw} .

Example (a) : Let there be no accretion, i.e. g(t) = 0 . The solutions are then given by N = 2S_0 − S and

R_h = R_{h0} ( 1 − t t_e ) 1_d , L = L_0 2 − ( 1 − t t_e )^{d−1}_d 1 α (10)

where the evaporation time t_e is given by

t_e = d − 2 d ( C_M C_{evap} ) R^d_{h0} (11)

and S and M can be obtained from equations (1). Clearly R_h decreases and L increases, becoming equal at t = t_{fw} . Then, using N = 2S_0 − S, it can be seen from equation (7) that if α = d − 1 then S_{fw} = 2 C_S C_S + C_N

S_0 , t_{fw} = ( 1 − 2 C_S C_S + C_N )^d_{d−1} t_e (12) whereas if α > d − 1 then S_{fw} ∝ S^{d−1α}_0 ≪ S_0 and t_{fw} ∼ t_e . Also, L_{fw} = R_{h fw} = ( S_{fw} C_s )^1_{d−1} ∼ R^{d−1α}_{h0} ≫ 1 .

Example (b) : Let the accretion equal the initial evaporation, i.e. g(t) = C_{evap} R^2_{h0} . The solutions are then given by (Rh, S, M) = (Rh0, S0, M0) and

N = S_0 ( 1 + 2(d − 1) d t t_e ) , L = L_0 ( 1 + 2(d − 1) d t t_e ) 1_α (13)

where t_e is defined in equation (11). Clearly L increases and becomes equal to R_h at t = t_{fw} . Then L_{fw} = R_{h0} and t_{fw} is given by t_{fw} = d 2(d − 1) ( C_N C_S R^{α−(d−1)} h0 − 1 ) t_e ∼ R^{α−(d−1)} h0 t_e . (14)

Thus, t_{fw} ∼ t_e if α = d − 1 and t_{fw} is parametrically much larger than t_e if α > d − 1 . Example (c) : Let there be no evaporation, i.e. C_{evap} = 0 . The solutions are then given by N = S = C_S R^{d−1}_h and

R_h = ( M C_M )^1_{d−2}

, M = M_0 + ∫_t 0 dt g(t) (15) where g(t) ≥ 0 . Hence, R_h, S, and M are non decreasing. Since N = S, we also have ( L R_h )_α = ( L_0 R_{h0} )_α ( R_h R_{h0} )_{d−1−α} . Since L_0 < R_{h0} by assumption, R_h ≥ R_{h0}, and d − 1 ≤ α , it follows that L remains less than R_h and, hence, the singularity cloud does not meet the horizon.

General Case : Consider the general case where g(t) is a non negative arbitrary function. It can be seen from equation (5) that if g(t) is less than the evaporation term^{Cevap}_{R2h} then Ṙ_h is negative, R_h decreases,^{Cevap}_{R2h} increases, and g(t) becomes even less important. The solution in such a case is of the type given in example (a): R_h decreases, L increases, and the singularity cloud and the horizon meet at a time t_{fw} which is of the order of evaporation time given in equation (11). Similarly, if g(t) is greater than the evaporation term C_{evap} R^2_h then

Ṙ_h is positive, R_h increases,^{Cevap}_{R2h} decreases, and g(t) becomes even more important. The solution in such a case is of the type given in example (c): Both R_h and L increase, but the singularity cloud and the horizon move apart from each other and do not meet.

Note also that for a given value of R_h, the values of S and M are uniquely given by equation (1). However, unless the accretion is always absent as in example (a), the values of L and N are not unique. This non uniqueness of L and N for a given value R_h can be seen in example (b). In general, L and N depend on the details of the black hole evolution from the time of its formation.

Putting together these properties, one can see the following features of the solutions of equations (5), (6), and (8). They can also be proved more rigorously.

• The singularity cloud and the horizon do not meet during the accretion phase.

• They can meet only during the evaporation phase.

• The time required for this meeting is generically of the order of evaporation time given in equation (11), but now with R^d_{h0} replaced by R^d_{h max} where R_{h max} is the maximum horizon size reached due to various accretions. However, as can be seen in example (b), if the model parameter α > d − 1 then it is possible to increase this time arbitrarily by fine tuning the accretion rate.

• The black hole quantities, such as its entropy S and mass M, are uniquely fixed by its horizon radius R_h . However, the singularity cloud quantities, such as its size L and the number of units N, are not uniquely fixed by R_h but depend on the details of the black hole evolution.

In particular, knowing R_h at a given time t alone is not sufficient to predict when in future the singularity cloud will meet the horizon and become accessible to an outside observer.

The unpredictability of L and N, and hence of the time t_{fw} when the singularity cloud meets the horizon, is due to the presence of the horizon and the accretions onto the black hole. This has been referred to as ‘loss of predictability’ in our earlier works [12] and has been used to argue that horizons should be absent.

(5) In summary: We have assumed that a quantum gravity theory exists where evolutions are unitary, no information is lost, and singularities are resolved. In a gravitational collapse of a very massive star in such a theory, we further assumed that horizons are present, atleast initially, having the same semi classical properties. A black hole in such a theory has a singularity– resolved region at the center, referred to as singularity cloud, which is of size L and which contains N number of ‘quantum gravity units’ so that information about the formation and further evolution of the black hole can be encoded.

We considered a spherically symmetric black hole. Its horizon size R_h decreases due to Hawking radiation and increases due to accretions. An equation for R_h(t) is easy to write. For the singularity cloud, its size L should be parametrically large and should depend on the number of units N . Postulating a simple relation between L and N, and based on the unitarity of the evolution, we then obtained an equation for N(t) and thus for L(t) also.

Analysing the resulting equations for R_h and N, we found that, generically as the black hole evolves, the singularity cloud increases in size, meets the horizon at time t_{fw}, and becomes accessible to an outside observer. The horizon thus ceases to exist. If the boundary of the singularity cloud can be considered as the firewall of Almheiri et al then the time t_{fw} marks the appearance of the firewall. The time t_{fw} depends on the details of the evolution but is typically of the order of black hole evaporation time.

Also, knowing R_h at a given time t is sufficient to predict the black hole quantities such as its entropy and mass. However, this alone is not sufficient to predict the singularity cloud quantities, such as its size L or the time of access to an outsider t_{fw}, since they depend also on the details of the black hole evolution.

We now conclude by posing a few questions for further studies. Can the boundary of the singularity cloud be taken as the firewall of Almheiri et al? Does its appearance to an outsider at time t_{fw} resolve the issues raised in their paper [7]?

When there are accretions, knowing R_h alone at a given time is not sufficient to predict t_{fw} . Since, by assumption, spacetime outside the horizon is described as in standard semiclassical analysis, there seems to be no way at all to predict t_{fw} except by knowing all the past evaporation and accretions onto the black hole since the time of its formation. Is such an unpredictability desireable, or does it point to some inconsistencies? Our own view, see [12], is that this unpredictability is undesireable, and implies that horizons do not form.

Once the singularity cloud becomes accessible to an outside observer, namely for t > t_{fw}, its further evolution is likely to be that of a standard quantum system with large number of interacting degrees of freedom. What is the nature of these degrees of freedom and the interactions between them? A related question is: how does the singularity cloud form in the gravitational collapse of a very massive star?

Note added : J. Pullin informed us that reference [9] contains a concrete implementation of the ideas presented here. We thank him for the information.

References

[1] D. Morgan, “Black holes in cutoff gravity,”

Phys. Rev. D 43, 3144 (1991).

[2] S. B. Giddings, “Black holes and massive remnants,”

Phys. Rev. D 46, 1347 (1992) [hep-th/9203059].

[3] A. Ashtekar and M. Bojowald, “Black hole evaporation: A Paradigm,” Class. Quant. Grav. 22, 3349 (2005) [gr-qc/0504029].

[4] S. A. Hayward, “The Disinformation problem for black holes (conference version),” gr-qc/0504037;

S. A. Hayward, “Formation and evaporation of regular black holes,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 031103 (2006) [gr-qc/0506126].

[5] E. Greenwood and D. Stojkovic,

“Quantum gravitational collapse: Non-singularity and non-locality,” JHEP 06, 042 (2008) [arXiv:0802.4087 [gr-qc]];

A. Saini and D. Stojkovic, “Nonlocal (but also nonsingular) physics at the last stages of gravitational collapse,” Phys. Rev. D 89, 044003 (2014) [arXiv:1401.6182 [gr-qc]].

[6] S. Hossenfelder and L. Smolin,

“Conservative solutions to the black hole information problem,” Phys. Rev. D 81, 064009 (2010) [arXiv:0901.3156 [gr-qc]].

[7] A. Almheiri, D. Marolf, J. Polchinski and J. Sully,

“Black Holes: Complementarity or Firewalls?,” JHEP 02, 062 (2013) [arXiv:1207.3123 [hep-th]]. See also S. L. Braunstein, “Black hole entropy as entropy of entanglement, or it’s curtains for the equivalence principle”, arXiv:0907.1190v1 [quant-ph] published as S. L. Braunstein, S. Pirandola and K. Zyczkowski, “Better Late than Never: Information Retrieval from Black Holes,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 101301 (2013) [arXiv:0907.1190 [quant-ph]].

[8] C. Rovelli and F. Vidotto, “Planck stars,” arXiv:1401.6562 [gr-qc];

A. Barrau and C. Rovelli, “Planck star phenomenology,” arXiv:1404.5821 [gr-qc];

H. M. Haggard and C. Rovelli, “Black hole fireworks: quantumgravity effects outside the horizon spark black to white hole tunneling,” arXiv:1407.0989 [gr-qc].

[9] R. Gambini and J. Pullin, “A scenario for black hole evaporation on a quantum geometry,” arXiv:1408.3050 [gr-qc].

[10] O. Lunin and S. D. Mathur, “AdS / CFT duality and the black hole information paradox,” Nucl. Phys. B 623, 342 (2002) [hep-th/0109154]; S. D. Mathur, “The Fuzzball proposal for black holes: An Elementary review,” Fortsch. Phys. 53, 793 (2005) [hep-th/0502050]; V. Balasubramanian, E. G. Gimon and T. S. Levi, “Four Dimensional Black Hole Microstates: From D-branes to Spacetime Foam,” JHEP 01, 056 (2008) [hep-th/0606118];

I. Bena and N. P. Warner, “Black holes, black rings and their microstates,” Lect. Notes Phys. 755, 1 (2008) [hep-th/0701216]; K. Skenderis and M. Taylor, “The fuzzball proposal for black holes,” Phys. Rept. 467, 117 (2008) [arXiv:0804.0552 [hep-th]]; B. D. Chowdhury and A. Virmani, “Modave Lectures on Fuzzballs and Emission from the D1-D5 System,” arXiv:1001.1444 [hep-th].

[11] D. N. Page, “Hyper-Entropic Gravitational Fireballs (Grireballs) with Firewalls,” JCAP 04, 037 (2013) [arXiv:1211.6734 [hep-th]].

[12] S. Kalyana Rama, “Remarks on Black Hole Evolution a la Firewalls and Fuzzballs,” arXiv:1211.5645 [hep-th];

“Massive Compact Objects in a Quantum Theory of Gravity,” arXiv:1409.3462 [gr-qc].