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The quasi-local notion of an isolated horizon is employed to study the entropy of black holes without any particular symmetry in

loop quantum gravity. The idea of characterizing the shape of a horizon by a sequence of local areas is successfully applied in the

scheme to calculate the entropy by the S O(1, 1) BF boundary theory matching loop quantum gravity in the bulk. The generating

function for calculating the microscopical degrees of freedom of a given isolated horizon is obtained. Numerical computations of

small black holes indicate a new entropy formula containing the quantum correction related to the partition of the horizon. Further

evidence shows that, for a given horizon area, the entropy decreases as a black hole deviates from the spherically symmetric one,

and the entropy formula is also well suitable for big black holes.
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1 Introduction

As a remarkable prediction of general relativity (GR), the

existence of black holes is supported by a lot of observa-

tional evidence, including the recent observation made by

Event Horizon Telescope [1]. Theoretically, the Bekenstein-

Hawking formula of black hole (BH) entropy [2,3] brings to-

gether the three pillars of fundamental physics, namely GR,

quantum mechanics and statistical mechanics. Thus, on one

hand, it is generally expected that the statistical mechanical

origin of BH entropy should be accounted for by a quan-

tum theory of gravity [4]. On the other hand, the compu-

tation of BH entropy from basic principles is an important

test for any candidate theory of quantum gravity. While

the definition of the event horizon of a BH is global and

hence not suitable for describing local physics, the notion of

*Corresponding author (email: mayg@bnu.edu.cn)

an isolated horizon (IH) is quasilocally defined [5]. It turns

out that the thermodynamical laws of BH can be general-

ized to those of IH [6]. Various attempts have been made

to account for the entropy of certain IH by the well-known

theory of loop quantum gravity (LQG) [7-10]. Effort has

also been made to calculate the entanglement entropy of an

arbitrary boundary by LQG [11]. In the schemes appear-

ing so far [12-21], one calculates the dimension of horizon

Hilbert space compatible with a given macroscopic horizon

area. All the treatments appearing so far depend essentially

on the symmetries of IH, such as the spherical symmetry [17]

or the axi-symmetry [12]. In this paper, we propose a new

and reasonable scheme for the computation of entropy of an

IH with arbitrary shape in LQG.

Alternative to the Chern-Simons theory description of the

IH degrees of freedom with either U(1) [13-15] or S U(2) [16,

17] gauge group, the S O(1, 1) BF theory description of the

horizon degrees of freedom can be applied to all dimensional

http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.08869v2


IH [18,19]. Moreover, in comparison with the S U(2) Chern-

Simons approach where the area of IH has to be fixed in order

to obtain the desired symplectic structure [16,17], the area of

the horizon is not fixed but encoded in the dynamical B field

in the BF approach [18]. Hence, in the BF approach, the co-

variant phase space of the system is enlarged so that all space-

time solutions with any IH as an inner boundary are included.

Note that for a spherically symmetric IH, a S U(2) BF theory

can also be obtained to describe the horizon degrees of free-

dom [20]. Alternative to the standard area operator [22, 23]

in LQG, a flux-area operator was also proposed [21] for cal-

culating the IH entropy. In the Chern-Simons approaches,

the value ak of the area of IH in the Chern-Simons theory at

level k could not coincide with the spectrum of the standard

area operator in LQG unless one introduced an area inter-

val [ak − δ, ak + δ] to ensure their consistency [14], while the

spectrum of the flux-area operator is evenly spaced and hence

coincides with ak exactly [21]. Taking account of the above

facts, we will take the S O(1, 1) BF theory approach and em-

ploy the flux-area operator to study the entropy of an arbitrary

IH in LQG.

According to their symmetries, isolated horizons can be

classified into three categories: Type I (with spherical sym-

metry), Type II (with axisymmetry) and Type III (without

symmetry other than the “equilibrium” of the intrinsically ge-

ometric structures). To consider the entropy of an IH, the first

challenge is how to characterize classically a general IH other

than Type I, since the area can not determine uniquely its in-

trinsic geometry. While a natural attempt to address this issue

is to define the geometric multipoles of a general IH, which

is certainly difficult and still far from reaching [24], we will

take a new viewpoint that the local areas of its “small enough”

patches can characterize the intrinsic classical geometry of

a general IH. The terminology “small enough” can be un-

derstood as being macroscopically indistinguishable from a

point but still containing huge degrees of freedom microscop-

ically. Our description of the intrinsic geometry of IHs is

suitable for the IHs whose scalar curvature is positive almost

everywhere.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we will

briefly review the S O(1, 1) BF theory description of the IH

degrees of freedom. In Sec. 3, we will first introduce how

to characterize a general IH by an ordered area number se-

quence. Then the S O(1, 1) BF will be used to calculate the

entropy of an IH with arbitrary shape in the framework of

LQG. The results will be summarized and discussed in Sec. 4.

Throughout the paper, we use Latin alphabet a, b, c, · · · for

abstract indices of spacetime, and capital I, J,K, · · · for inter-

nal Lorentzian indices.

2 BF Theory Description of the Horizon De-

grees of Freedom

Let us first recall the definition of an IH in GR. A 3-

dimensional null hypersurface ∆ equipped with an equiva-

lence class [l] of null normals la in a spacetime with metric

gab is said to be an IH if the following conditions hold [6].

(i) The topology of ∆ is S 2 × R and the equivalence class

[l] of the future-directed l is chosen by l ∼ l′ if and only

if l′a = C la for a positive constant C;

(ii) The expansion θ(l) of l vanishes on ∆ for any null normal

l;

(iii) Equations of motion hold on ∆ and the stress-energy

tensor Tab of matter fields at ∆ is such that −T a
blb is

future directed and causal for any future directed null

normal l;

(iv) [Ll,D]V = 0, for all vector fields V tangential to ∆ and

all l ∈ [l], where D is the uniquely induced covariant

derivative on ∆ inherited from ∇. The actions of D on

a vector field Xa tangent to ∆ and on an 1-form Ya in-

trinsic to ∆ are given by DaXb=̂∇a
←−
X̃b and DaYb=̂∇aỸb←−−−−−−−−

respectively, where X̃b and Ỹb are arbitrary extensions

of Xa and Ya to the 4-dimensional spacetime, the arrow

under a covariant index denotes the pullback of that in-

dex to ∆, and =̂ means equal on ∆.

Because of conditions (ii) and (iii) as well as the Raychaud-

huri equation at ∆, l is expansion, shear and twist free.

Then, there exists an one-form ω̃a intrinsic to ∆ such that

Dalb=̂ ω̃alb, which implies that the induced “metric” q̃ab=̂ gab
←−−

on ∆ satisfies Llq̃ab=̂ 0. Condition (iv) ensures that Llω̃a=̂ 0.

Thus, the geometry of IH (∆, [l]) is completely specified by

(q̃ab, ω̃a) [25].

Consider a 4-dimensional spacetime regionM with an ar-

bitrary IH ∆ as an inner boundary. The initial data locate on

a spatial slice M with the inner boundary H = M
⋂
∆. To

derive the symplectic structure of the system, one starts from

the Palatini action of GR onM [6, 26],

S =− 1

16πG

∫

M
ΣIJ∧F(A)IJ+

1

16πG

∫

τ∞

ΣIJ∧AIJ, (1)

where G is the gravitational constant, ΣIJ ≡ 1
2
ǫIJKLeK ∧ eL

with eI being the co-tetrad, AIJ is the S O(3, 1) connection 1-

form, and F IJ is the curvature of AIJ . Note that the boundary

term at the spatial infinity τ∞ in Eq. (1) is required by a well-

defined action principle. To describe the geometry near ∆, it

is convenient to employ the Newman-Penrose formalism [27]

with the null tetrad (l, n,m, m̄) adapted to ∆ and H, such that
2



the real vectors ℓ and n coincide with the outgoing and ingo-

ing future-directed null vectors at ∆ respectively. Then the

co-tetrad fields are chosen as [28]

e0 =

√
1

2
(αn +

1

α
l), e1 =

√
1

2
(αn − 1

α
l),

e2 =

√
1

2
(m + m̄), e3 = i

√
1

2
(m − m̄),

(2)

where α is an arbitrary function of the coordinates, and now

l, n,m, m̄ denote the corresponding null co-tetrad. Thus, one

local S O(1, 1) degree of freedom is left for the co-tetrad

{eI , I = 0, 1, 2, 3}. Restricted on the horizon, the co-tetrad

satisfies e
←−

0 =̂ e
←−

1. Substituting it into the definition of ΣIJ and

using the compatible condition between connection and co-

tetrad, one can obtain the following identities for the pull-

back forms on ∆ [18, 29]

Σ
←−0i
=̂ − Σ

←−1i, A
←−−

0i=̂A
←−−

1i, ∀i = 2, 3,

A
←−−

01=̂dβ + πm + π̄m̄,

where β ≡ κv+ lnα with ℓ = ∂
∂v

and κ being the surface grav-

ity of the IH, the spin coefficients π and π̄ are the components

of ℓa∇an along m̄ and m respectively.

By the covariant phase space method [30, 31], the horizon

integral of the symplectic current can be calculated as

1

8πG

∫

∆

δ[1ΣIJ∧ δ 2]A
IJ =

1

4πG

∫

∆

δ[1Σ←−01
∧ δ 2]A←−−

01.

The property of the IH ensures that d Σ
←−01=̂0. Hence one can

define a 1-form B locally on ∆ such that 1
8πG
Σ
←−01 = dB.

By performing an S O(1, 1) boost of {e0, e1}, one can show

that A01 is an S O(1, 1) connection and dB is in its adjoint rep-

resentation. In terms of Ashtekar-Barbero variables, the full

symplectic structure can be obtained as [18, 29]

Ω(δ1, δ2) =
1

8πGγ

∫

M

2δ[1Σ
i ∧ δ2]Ai +

∮

H

2δ[1B ∧ δ2]A, (3)

where the conjugate pair for the bulk consists of the two-

form Σi determined by the co-triad field ei
a on M by Σi =

1
2
ǫi jke j ∧ ek and the Ashtekar-Barbero S U(2) connectionAi

with γ being the Immirzi parameter [32], and the S O(1, 1)

connection A ≡ A01 on the boundary H satisfies dA = 0.

Note that the remaining gauge group on H is S O(1, 1), which

is the essential gauge freedom of the tetrad adapted to H and

the null hypersurface ∆. Note also that dB is proportional to

the volume element of H up to orientation. Hence the bound-

ary symplectic structure coincides with that of S O(1, 1) BF

theory. In the quantum theory, to adapt the structure of LQG

in the bulk, the IH degrees of freedom can be described by

the quantum BF theory with the intersection points between

H and spin networks as sources.

Consider the graph Γ underlying a spin network state inter-

sects H by n intersections P = {pi|i = 1, · · · , n}. For every pi

we associate a small enough neighborhood si. The physical

degrees of freedom of the sourced BF theory are encoded in

the variables fi =
∫

si
dB. Then the corresponding quantum

Hilbert space of the boundary BF theory readsHP
H
= L2(Rn),

and the bulk kinematical Hilbert space HP
M

can be spanned

by the spin network states |P; { jp,mp}, · · · 〉 where jp and mp

are respectively the spin label and magnetic number of the

edge ep with an end point p ∈ P. The integral Σ1(H) =
∫

H
Σ1

can be promoted as an operator inHP
M

as

Σ̂1(H)|P;{ jp,mp}, · · ·〉=8πγℓ2P
(∑

p∈Γ∩H

mp

)|P;{ jp,mp}, · · ·〉,

where ℓp =
√

G~ is the Planck length, while the eigenvalue

of the flux-area operator â
f lux

H
on the same eigenstates reads

[21]:

a f lux = 8πγℓ2P

∑

p∈Γ∩H

|mp|.

The space of kinematical states on a fixed Γ, satisfying the

boundary condition, can be written as

HΓ =
⊕

{ jp,mp}p∈Γ∩H

HPM({ jp,mp})
⊗
HPH ({γmp}),

whereHP
H

({γmp}) denotes the subspace corresponding to the

spectrum {γmp} in the spectral decomposition ofHP
H

with re-

spect to the operators f̂p. Thus, the quantum states on H could

be labelled by sequences (v1, v2, · · · , vn), where vi = 2mi are

non-zero integers. For a given horizon area aH , the sequences

should satisfy

∑

p∈Γ∩H

|vp| = a, vp ∈ N, (4)

where a = aH

4πγℓ2
P

. Moreover, for a BH, the spherical topology

of H imposes an additional restriction on Σ1(H) such that

∑

p∈Γ∩H

mp = 0, (5)

which is called the projection constraint [21]. Therefore, for

a given horizon area aH of a spherically symmetric BH, the

dimension N of the horizon Hilbert space is the number of

sequences (v1, v2, · · · , vn) satisfying constraints (4) and (5).

Thus the entropy of spherically symmetric BH with area aH
3



can be calculated as

S = lnN = ln 3

πγ

aH

4ℓ2
P

− 1

2
ln

aH

4γℓ2
P

+ O(1).

It should be noted that, in contrast to the S U(2) Chern-

Simons theory description of the horizon degrees of free-

dom [16], the S O(1, 1) BF theory description does not require

any symmetry on the IH. This advantage enables us to calcu-

late the statistic entropy of IHs with arbitrary shapes by the

BF theory approach.

3 Entropy of Isolated Horizons with Arbitrary

Shapes

To distinguish different IHs with the same area, one needs to

take the symmetry or shape of an IH into consideration. Us-

ing the foliation given in Ref. [25], an IH (∆, [ℓ], q̃ab, ω̃a)

can be foliated into 2-spheres with a unique geometric pair

(qab, ωa), where qab and ωa are respectively the projections

of q̃ab and ω̃a of ∆ to the 2-sphere H. Thus the symmetry

of an IH is determined by qab and ωa. Now we restrict our

discussion to the non-rotating IHs, so that, only the informa-

tion of qab needs to be considered to distinguish the horizons

with different shapes. Moreover, we only consider the IHs

whose scalar curvature is positive almost everywhere. In this

case, given a 2-sphere with a 2-metric qab, it can be globally

immersed in the 3-dimensional Euclidean space R3, and qab

can completely determine the extrinsic curvature (i.e., the ex-

trinsic shape) of the 2-sphere immersed in R3 [33]. To char-

acterize the information of the 2-metric qab, we notice that

any Riemann metric on a 2-sphere H is conformal to a round

metric [34]. Moreover, if the scalar curvature of the phys-

ical metric qab is positive almost everywhere, there exists a

unique fiducial round metric q̊ on H1), which is conformal

to qab, i.e., qab = Ω
2q̊ab, where the conformal factor Ω is a

positive function. Thus the information of qab and hence the

shape as well as the distortion of H are fully reflected by the

function Ω, which is proportional to the area element on H.

To regularize the area element, one can divide H into “small

enough” patches {O(i)} such that each O(i) has the same area

measured by q̊. For instance, the partition can be realized by

triangulation. The total number K of the patches should sat-

isfy 1 ≪ K ≪ aH

4πγℓ2p
, where aH is the area of H measured by q.

Let 4πγℓ2p a(i) be the physical area of O(i). By fixing once and

for all a way to order the patches O ≡ {O(1),O(2), · · · ,O(K)},
we obtain a corresponding ordered area number sequence

{a(1), a(2), · · · , a(K)} with
∑K

i=1 a(i) =
aH

4πγℓ2p
, which is called a

“shape” of H with the total area aH and almost everywhere

positive scalar curvature. It is obvious that the shape of an

IH can really be reconstructed by the area number sequence

by the following steps in our cases. First, one fixes an or-

dered partition for the IH with a given total area. Second, one

assigns the area numbers to the patches according to their or-

ders. Thus, different area number sequences would give dif-

ferent conformal factors and hence the information of physi-

cal metric q including the extrinsic shape or distortion of the

horizon. The differences among the area numbers within one

sequence would reflect the distortion of the IH.

A way to assign the ordering of the patches is shown in

Fig. 1. The ordering is given as follows. We first choose an

arbitrary patch and number it by 1, and number one of its

neighbors by 2. Then we give the next number to the un-

numbered neighbor of the previous patch with the smallest

number clockwise, and repeat the last step until all patches

are numbered. Once the ordering of the patches is fixed, if

one exchanged the positions of two elements in the num-

ber sequence, the patches corresponding to these positions

could have different areas. Even if two different orders of

the same area number sequence are diffeomorphism equiv-

alent on H, they still can be distinguished by external ge-

ometry, since the intersections attached the external geome-

try in different ways [4]. Therefore, the different orders of

the same area number sequence represent different shapes.

The intersections inside a patch O( j) contribute the sequence

v( j) ≡ (v
( j)

1
, v

( j)

2
, · · · , v( j)

i
, · · · ) to O( j).

Figure 1 Ordering patches of H and their intersections with spin networks

To calculate the entropy of an IH with a given shape, we

will trace out the degrees of freedom corresponding to the

bulk but take account of the horizon degrees of freedom [14].

It should be noted that one only needs to consider the dif-

feomorphism equivalence class of the ordered patches O as

well as the intersections in each patch, while the possible po-

sitions of the patches and the intersections are irrelevant. As

1) Private communications with A. Ashtekar and N. Khera. 4



in the usual treatment in LQG [14], we assume that for each

given ordered sequence (m1,m2, · · · ,mn), there exists at least

one state in the bulk Hilbert space HP
M

, which satisfies the

Hamiltonian constraint. Then the dimension of the bound-

ary Hilbert space HH is given by the number of ordered se-

quences (v
(1)

1
, v

(1)

2
, · · · ; v

(2)

1
, v

(2)

2
, · · · ; · · · ; v

(K)

1
, v

(K)

2
, · · · ) sub-

ject to the following piece-area constraints and projection

constraint

∑

i

∣∣∣∣v( j)

i

∣∣∣∣ = a( j), ∀ j, (6)

K∑

j=1

V ( j) = 0, (7)

where a quantum number V ( j) ≡ ∑i v
( j)

i
is defined for each

patch O( j). Note that Eqs. (6) and (7) imply that aH

4πγℓ2p
has to

be an even positive number. It should be noted that, the fea-

ture of Eqs. (6) and (7) ensures that the number of their so-

lutions would not change if one reordered the area numbers.

Hence although the different orders of the same combination

of piece area numbers represent different shapes, they have

the same microstate numbers and hence the same entropy.

To solve the above number-theoretic and combinatorial

problem by the generating function method [35-38], we de-

fine the one-step function of each patch O( j) by

f (x j, z) =

∞∑

n j=1

(zn j + z−n j )x
n j

j
.

Here we use the powers of the variables x j and z to repre-

sent respectively the area number and magnetic number con-

tributed by one intersection in the patch O( j). Since the mag-

netic number could be either positive or negative, there are

following two cases. The term zn j x
n j

j
represents that an in-

tersection contributes to both the magnetic number and area

number by n j, while the term z−n j x
n j

j
contributes to the mag-

netic number by −n j and the area number by n j. Thus,

the one-step function is the summation of all situations of

how the intersection contributes to the piece area number and

magnetic number. The nth power f n of the one-step function

gives the summation of all situations of how n ordered in-

tersections contribute to the piece area number and magnetic

number. Summing over all possible intersections, one gets

the generating function G(xj, z) for O( j). It could be expanded

by the power series of variables x j and z, whose powers rep-

resent piece area number and magnetic number respectively.

Thus, the generating function reads

G(xj, z) = 1+

∞∑

n=1

f n(x j, z)

= 1+

∞∑

a( j)=1

a( j)∑

V ( j)=−a( j)

N(a( j),V ( j))xa( j)

j zV ( j)

,

where the microstate number for given a( j) and V ( j) is the co-

efficient

N(a( j),V ( j)) =



An
i
, a( j) = 2n−1, V ( j) = ±(2i−1);

Bn
0
, a( j) = 2n, V ( j) = 0;

Bn
i
, a( j) = 2n, V ( j) = ±2i;

0, others.

with n, i ∈ N+, i 6 n and

An
i =

n−i∑

j=0

(−3) j−1(−6n + 2 j + 3)22n−2 j−2(2n − j − 2)!

j!(n − i − j)!(n + i − j − 1)!
,

Bn
0 =

n∑

i=0

(−3)i−1(−3n + i)22n−2i(2n − i − 1)!

i!((n − i)!)2
,

Bn
i =

n−i∑

j=0

(−3) j−1(−3n + j)22n−2 j(2n − j − 1)!

j!(n − i − j)!(n + i − j)!
.

Since the microstate numbers of different patches are inde-

pendent, the total generating function G({xj}, z) is the product

of each G(x j, z) of O( j), i.e.,

G({xj}, z)=

K∏

j=1

1

1−f (xj, z)
=

K∏

j=1

(1−zxj)(z−xj)

z−2xj−2z2xj+3zx2
j

. (9)

The total generating function (9) could be expanded by the

power series of the variables z, x1, · · · , xK . The coefficient of

z0
∏K

j=1 xa( j)

j
in the expansion of Eq. (9) equals to the dimen-

sion of HH satisfying (6) and (7) for the horizon H with the

given shape {a( j)}. While the analytic calculation of this co-

efficient is difficult, we can employ the following operational

scheme for its numerical computation.

For a given shape, one first compute the total microstate

number for a possible quantum number sequence {V ( j)} by

neglecting the projection constraint as

N
(
{a( j)}, {V ( j)}

)
=

K∏

j=1

N(a( j),V ( j)).

Then the total microstate number satisfying the projection

constraint can be calculated by

N
(
{a( j)}
)
=
∑

{V ( j)}

(
P{V ( j)} · N

({a( j)}, {V ( j)})
)
,

5



where the projection constraint is realized by demanding

P{V ( j)} =


0,
∑K

j=1 V ( j)
, 0,

1,
∑K

j=1 V ( j) = 0.

To get an entropy formula by numerical calculation, we

take the following ansatz in the light of the previous results

in literatures [18, 21],

S = µ a + σ ln a + ρ + δ, (10)

where a =
aH

4πγℓ2p
is the total area number, µ, σ and ρ are unde-

termined constants, and δ represents the corrections related to

different shapes. For the numerical simulation, our strategy is

first to approximate the constants µ and σ in the spherically

symmetric case for a given K. Then we vary K and the shape

to see whether the coefficients in Eq. (10) would be influ-

enced. In the first step, for example, the difference between

µ and ln 3 is shown in Fig. 2 for K = 5, and a ∈ [50, 400]

with the interval 50. It is obvious that the values of µ deviate

from ln 3 within the order of 10−5. Similarly, the numerical

simulation approximates σ to − 1
2

within 10−3. In the second

step, by varying K and the shape, we find that K influences

the entropy at ρ order, while the correction δ related to the

shapes is at the order higher than ρ.

Figure 2 The difference between µ and ln 3 with respect to a for K = 5 and

a∈ [50, 400] with the interval 50.

Thus, it turns out that the numerical computations of the

entropy S = lnN({a( j)}) for small black holes (with area

numbers less than 3200) indicate the formula:

S 0 =
ln 3

πγ

aH

4ℓ2
P

− 1

2
ln

aH

4γℓ2
P

+ K ln
2

3
. (11)

This formula has the following convincing features. The co-

efficient ln 3
πγ

of the leading order term in (11) matches the re-

sults in other approaches employing also the flux-area opera-

tor [18,21]. The coefficient − 1
2

of the subleading logarithmic

correction term matches the results of U(1) Chern-Simons

theory approaches [21, 39]. The next order correction term

containing K matches the result of S O(1, 1) BF theory ap-

proach for spherically symmetric IH with K = 1 [18]. Since

the absolute error of entropy equals to the relative error of

microstate number at first order approximation, i.e.,

N −N0

N0

= eS−S 0 − 1 ≈ S − S 0 ≡ ∆S ,

the validity of the formula (11) can be checked by its absolute

error ∆S with the entropy S of the numerical computation

in various examples. For a spherically symmetric BH, ev-

ery area number of the shape sequence takes the same value

a( j) = ã. The numerical results of the entropy S are compared

with the error ∆S in Table 1 for different sizes of small black

holes and different numbers K of partition. The relative er-

rors ∆S
S

are in the order of 10−4 ∼ 10−5. It also indicates that,

on one hand, for a given partition number K, the absolute er-

ror ∆S decreases in inverse proportion as the area number ã

increases. On the other hand, for a given ã, ∆S increases as K

increases. Further numerical computations indicate that there

is an upper bound for ∆S as K increases for a given ã, and

the upper bound of ∆S decrease as ã increases. Thus in the

extreme case of ã = 1, the upper bound takes the maximal

value ∆S max ≈ 1
2

ln 2.

Table 1 Numerical results of the entropy S and error ∆S for spherically

symmetric small black holes

K ã = 4 ã = 8 ã = 12 ã = 16 ã = 20

4
S 14.0662 31.2578 48.6221 66.0511 83.5144

∆S 0.06890 0.02933 0.01854 0.01357 0.01070

5
S 17.9502 39.5338 61.2912 83.1140 104.9713

∆S 0.07553 0.03339 0.02133 0.01568 0.01240

6
S 21.8526 47.8287 73.9798 100.1965 126.4481

∆S 0.08011 0.03607 0.02317 0.01708 0.01352

8
S 29.6924 64.4551 99.3940 134.3991 169.4392

∆S 0.08577 0.03940 0.02547 0.01882 0.01493

10
S 37.5621 81.1123 124.8396 168.6332 212.4621

∆S 0.08914 0.04138 0.02684 0.01987 0.01577

The numerical results of S and ∆S are compared for dif-

ferent sizes and shapes of small black holes in Table 2 with

the fixed partition number K = 5. As expected, for a given

total area, the spherically symmetric BH has the maximal en-

tropy, and the entropy decreases as the BH deviates from the

most symmetric one. It also indicates that the entropy dif-

ference between any two black holes with different shapes is

within their absolute errors ∆S . This explains why the en-

tropy formula (11) does not depend on the shape of a BH,
6



Table 2 Numerical results of S and ∆S for different sizes and shapes of small black holes

Shape ∆S/10−3 Shape ∆S/10−3 Shape ∆S/10−3

(40,40,40,40,40) 6.064129780 (80,80,80,80,80) 2.999874063 (160,160,160,160,160) 1.492091679

(20,40,80,40,20) 6.064129778 (40,80,160,80,40) 2.999874063 (80,160,320,160,80) 1.492091679

(15,35,100,35,15) 6.064129437 (30,70,200,70,30) 2.999874063 (60,140,400,140,60) 1.492091679

(98,98,2,1,1) 4.548119739 (196,196,4,2,2) 2.774008789 (392,392,8,4,4) 1.480203929

(196,1,1,1,1) 3.473723118 (396,1,1,1,1) 1.727745157 (796,1,1,1,1) 0.861616306

S 0 214.473608567 S 0 433.849492710 S 0 872.947834587

which should contribute higher order corrections than those

in (11). Further numerical computations indicate that the ab-

solute error ∆S is at the order of 4πγℓ2pK/aH in the large area

regime. Thus the entropy formula (11) is also well suitable

for big black holes. The numerical results of the entropy S

satisfy

S 0 − ln
3
√

2π
6 S < S 0 +

1

2
ln 2.

The lower bound of S occurs at aH = 8πγℓ2
P

and K = 1, while

the upper bound occurs at K = aH

4πγℓ2
P

with aH → ∞.

4 Discussion

Let us summarize with a few remarks. The key idea of

this paper is to employ the ordered area number sequence

{a(1), a(2), · · · , a(K)} to characterize the shape of an IH. This

characterization is valid for any horizon H whose scalar cur-

vature is positive almost everywhere. Since the entropy is

only characterized by the area of the horizon in the classical

thermodynamics of non-rotating IHs [6] and type II IHs [40],

it is reasonable to assume that the entropy calculation method

which we proposed can be applied to all types of IH. A del-

icate issue here is how to choose the partition number K for

a given H. Note that one of the motivations for partitioning

H as {O(i)} is that the area of a classical horizon cannot be

generated by its one or several intersections with spin net-

works. Corresponding to a classically non-vanishing volume

element of H, there must be at least one intersection with spin

networks for each patch O( j) which is macroscopically indis-

tinguishable from a point. Thus one reasonable choice is to

ask the number K to be proportional to the area aH and fix its

value by assigning a mesoscopic scale δ to
√

aH

K
. Then the

entropy formula (11) becomes

S 0 =
( ln 3

πγ
+

4ℓ2
P

δ2
ln

2

3

) aH

4ℓ2
P

− 1

2
ln

aH

4γℓ2
P

. (12)

Since the introduction of δ =
√

aH

K
is due to the consideration

of area contribution from quantum geometry, there is no rea-

son to assume that the coefficient
4ℓ2

P

δ2
ln 2

3
should be included

into the coefficient 1
4

of the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy for-

mula which concerns only classical geometry. Therefore,

Eq. (12) still suggests the Immirzi parameter as γ = ln 3
π

,

while the very small number
4ℓ2

P

δ2
ln 2

3
can be regarded as a

correction from quantum and semi-classical geometries. As

a new quantum gravity effect, the latter might be fixed by

other semi-classical consideration of LQG, for instance, the

analysis in Ref. [41]. It is interesting to note that the extreme

choice of K = aH

4πγℓ2
P

would give γ = ln 2
π

, which coincides

with the lower bound of γ obtained in Ref. [39].

Although the shape of a BH was taken into account in our

entropy calculation, it did not contribute to the entropy for-

mula (11) or (12) where the quantum corrections of logarith-

mic term and K term were included. Our numerical compu-

tations indicate that, for a given total area, the entropy de-

creases as a BH deviates from the spherically symmetric one.

Hence, the shape should contribute certain higher order cor-

rection to the entropy, which is worth further investigating.

It should be noted that, for type II IHs, the rotational 1-form

ωa which was ignored in our cases corresponds to the angular

momentum [24], while the entropy corresponds to the area.

In the first law of IH, the angular momentum does not affect

the entropy. Hence it is very possible that ωa is irrelevant to

the entropy counting even at quantum level. To check this

speculation, one still needs to realize the quantum degrees

of freedom corresponding to ωa for general IHs, which is an

open issue deserving further investigation.

The entropy formula (11) was speculated from the numer-

ical calculation of small black holes and the consistency with

the results in other approaches. In particular, the logarithmic

correction term came from the imposition of the projection

constraint (7), and the K term came from the partition of the

horizon. One might be worried about that small black holes

were employed for the numerical computation, since they

could not be in equilibrium due to the Hawking radiation.

However, our attitude here is to take the small black holes
7



as ideal models to carry out the practical numerical compu-

tation. Both the analytic formula (9) of the total generating

function for calculating the BH entropy and the operational

scheme for its numerical computation are well suitable for

big black holes. Moreover, even the equilibrium could also

be realized if one imagined a small BH inside an adiabatic

box. Nevertheless, the analytic derivation of the entropy for-

mula from the generating function (9) is still an open issue

which deserves studying further.

Though the S O(1, 1) BF theory description of the IH de-

grees of freedom was used in this paper, it is straightforward

to apply our idea and scheme also to the Chern-Simons the-

ory approaches. The S O(1, 1) BF theory approach with our

new scheme can be extended to all dimensional IHs with the

higher dimensional LQG in the bulk [19, 42, 43].
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