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Evaporating black holes:
constraints on anomalous emission mechanisms
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Hawking radiation of astrophysical black holes is minute and thought to be unobservable. How-
ever, different mechanisms could contribute to an anomalously high emission rate: extra dimensions,
new “dark” families of bosons or fermions, or a lower fundamental Planck scale. Do black holes
flood the Universe with gravitational waves via mass loss? Here, we show that the formation of
black hole binaries and the absence of a stochastic background of gravitational waves can limit the
emission rate to |[M| < 107 Mg /yr (|]M| < 107" Mg /yr), when the mass loss branching ratio to
gravitons is unity (1072). This constraint is up to seven orders of magnitude more stringent than

bounds from resolvable inspiralling binaries.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum field theory in curved spacetimes predicts
that black holes (BHs) evaporate, with an equivalent
temperature [1, 2]
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for a BH of mass M. Four fundamental constants of
nature are at work: Planck’s constant 7, the speed of
light ¢, Newton’s constant G and Boltzmann’s constant
kp. Their appearance in BH evaporation is an impor-
tant hint of the foundational character of this process,
which brings together Quantum Mechanics and General
Relativity in the strong-field regime. The Hawking tem-
perature above is too small to have any meaningful effect
on BHs formed via gravitational collapse of stars. To see
this, note that BHs evaporate with a power [3]
. k‘4 M2
M= —hg—iQT‘*a ~ —10—30ﬁ2 J/s, (2)
where o oc G2M?/c? is an effective cross section. Thus a
stellar mass BH takes over 10%° years to evaporate [3].
The predictions above can be challenged in different
ways. It was noted, for example, that scenarios where the
gravitational interaction is naturally higher-dimensional
are consistent with observations [4-6]. Compactified ex-
tra dimensions are — on general grounds — expected to
have a compactification scale of the order of the Planck
length Ip = /hG/c® ~ 10732 cm. However, large or
warped extra dimensions [4-6], with a compactification
scale L > lp, could (apparently) solve some of the puz-
zles of the standard model of particle physics, such as
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the longstanding hierarchy problem (i.e., the enormous
gap between the electroweak energy scale and the Planck
energy Ep ~ 10 GeV) could be addressed, since the
effective Planck energy would be lowered. Laboratory
tests of gravity verified the inverse-square law down to
the micrometer scale [7], but there is still plenty of room
for new physics. Since larger energy scales are unreach-
able by present detectors - setting stronger constraints is
a challenging programme. In higher dimensional space-
times, the inverse square law is changed, leading to a
different dynamics for compact binaries. In fact, for well-
motivated setups, exciting the Kaluza-Klein modes is ex-
tremely difficult on astrophysical scales [8], but naive ex-
tra dimensional models can still be constrained [9, 10].
It is expected that gravity becomes “stronger” at shorter
scales in these frameworks, possibly leading to copi-
ous Hawking radiation. However, to understand BH
evaporation one needs to understand BHs themselves,
their topology and possible phase space and semiclas-
sical quantization of fields in such backgrounds. This
program alone is also difficult, a challenge illustrated by
the wealth of solutions in higher dimensional spacetimes
with non-compact dimensions [11, 12].}

But higher-dimensions are not the only possible way
to enhance BH evaporation. New families of light par-
ticles will increase the evaporation rate. These could be
all or just a fraction of dark matter, and could include
a wealth of new fields [16-19]. Attempts at reconciling
unitary evolution of Quantum Mechanics with BH evap-
oration make use of horizon-scale modifications to the

1 Our ignorance on all possible BH solutions in higher dimensions,
has led to the erroneous assumption that these BHs would evap-
orate extraordinarily fast, leading to signatures in the inspiral of
two of these objects [13]. The underlying hypothesis has since
been disproved with the construction of new BH solutions in
warped spacetimes [14, 15].
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geometry, which could also lead to an anomalous energy
emission from BHs [20, 21]. Finally, recent attempts to
introduce gravitation into the framework of trace dynam-
ics pre-quantum mechanics [22], assuming the metric to
be described as usual by a classical field, led to new BH-
like spacetimes [23]. These spacetimes may give rise to
large “BH winds” and consequent mass loss [24].

II. CONSTRAINTS ON BLACK HOLE
EVAPORATION

A. Binary-inspiral limits

What exactly are the constraints on BH evaporation?
For isotropic emission in the rest frame, with
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the impact of mass-loss on the evolution of a binary was
studied both in the context of stars and BHs [13, 25-28].
The effects of mass loss enter at —4 PN order in the ex-
pansion of the gravitational-wave (GW) phase [29, 30].
Thus, precision GW astronomy can help in constraining
such mechanism. The most stringent forecasted bounds
can be obtained with BH binaries that would be de-
tectable by both future, low-frequency space-based GW
observatories and ground-based detectors, and yield [30]

Qinspiral ,S 1078% . (4>

B. Bounds from existence of BHs and BH binaries

The above best possible bounds from the observation of
compact binaries in the GW window can be improved in
different ways. The mere existence of stellar-mass BHs,
now firmly established, indicates that BHs can survive
across a Hubble time. For instance, constraints based
on the age of stellar-mass BHs were obtained for the BH
in the binary system XTE J1118+4-480, with an estimated
age 2 11Myr [31], and for the BH candidate in the globu-
lar cluster RZ2109, which has an estimated mass ~ 10Mg,
and age ~ 101%r [32, 33]. Thus,

QexistenceBH 5 10710% ) (5)
yr
already better than the previous bound (4), inspired on
binary evolution.

Mass loss in a binary leads generically to an outspi-
ral [13, 25-27]. Thus, a constant mass loss that dom-
inates over GW emission will prevent BHs from merg-
ing. LIGO/Virgo observations therefore impose limits on
mass loss from BHs. For the isotropic mass loss (3), the
specific angular momentum is conserved, and one finds
the evolution law for the semi-major axis
M
M ’ (6)
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where M is the binary’s total mass. For simplicity we
focus on equal-mass binaries and we use units where the
speed of light ¢ and Newton’s constant G are G = ¢ = 1.
On the other hand, GW emission leads to [34]

G~ —— 7

5 o (7)
Thus, balance between outspiral and inspiral can be es-
timated to occur at a mass loss
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leading to the constraint
107M\* M,
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We normalized the distance by what could be character-
istic values for a newly-born compact binary [35, 36].
There is a great deal of uncertainty here, since com-
mon envelope physics leads to dynamical friction which
could overtake mass loss. Nevertheless, most of the co-
alescences of stellar-mass BHs are consistent with zero
or very small eccentricities which limit such mecha-
nisms [37]. On the other hand, accretion effects can
contribute to a mass increase which can counterbalance
the mass loss mechanism. If one considers a binary BH
system formed in isolation, a conservative upper limit
for Eq. (9) comes from considering the typical accre-
tion rate of interstellar medium for isolated solar mass
BHs, given by ~ 10'Mg/yr [38], therefore yielding
('BHeoalescence S 10_11M@ /yr as a conservative estimate.

C. Bounds from stochastic radiation

An equally stringent bound can be derived from the
absence of stochastic gravitational radiation. Unlike in
the constraints discussed above, where the BH mass loss
could be due to the emission of any kind of particles, here
we will assume that there is some mechanism (for exam-
ple, one of those discussed in the introduction) whereby
BHs can have an anomalously high energy loss, likely of
quantum nature, dominated by the emission of gravitons.
Given the only scale of the problem — the BH mass M —
we take the GW emission to be dominated by gravitons
which in the source frame have a frequency

M —1

If BHs do have an intrinsic mass loss rate M due to
the emission of gravitons, then the incoherent superpo-
sition of unresolvable GWs from a BH population can
produce a stochastic GW background (SGWB). See, e.g.,
[39] where the GW background due to standard Hawk-
ing radiation from a population of primordial BHs was



computed. Let us therefore estimate this SGWB and
explore its detectability with LIGO [40] and future GW
detectors such as the Neutron Star Extreme Matter Ob-
servatory (NEMO) [41], Cosmic Explorer (CE) [42] and
the Einstein Telescope (ET) [43, 44].

Let dE,/dfs be the GW energy spectrum in the source
frame. Now, consider the energy emitted in the frequency
band [fo, fo + Af],

/f°+Af dE, .., dE,
f

df, =~ Af, 11
) df; fS dfs f ( )
where we assumed Af/fy < 1. Although multi-metric
theories (e.g., [45, 46]) could in principle predict the en-
hancement of BH evaporation, their coupling to matter
can be complicated (e.g., [47]). As a result, it is quite
unclear the fraction of radiation that goes into GWs.
Let P, be the fraction of energy a BH loses through the
emission of gravitons. For standard Hawking radiation
P, ~ 0.01 [3]. Then we can relate Eq. (11) to the mass
loss rate M using

dE;
df s

where At = t(Ms)—t(Mj) is the time that the BH evolves
from having a mass M; to a mass Ms, and t(M) can
be obtained by solving M, as we do below for specific
models. Combining the above equations and taking the
limit Af — 0 (which also implies At — 0), the GW
energy spectrum can then be expressed as

dE,
dfs

where fui, is the frequency of the GWs emitted by the
BH when it was born with mass M;, whereas fpax is the
GW frequency emitted in the present time. For example,
if the BH has evaporated by today, then fi.x — 400,
otherwise fnax can be computed by evolving the BH
mass from its formation time to the present. Note
also that, within our assumptions, there is a one-to-one
correspondence between the BH mass, the time since
BH formation and the source frame GW frequency, i.e.
M= M(f,),t = t(f,).

To compute the energy spectrum (13) we now consider
two different models for the mass loss. The first model
is the same agnostic model considered above: a constant
mass loss rate given by Eq. (3), which predicts that the
BH mass evolves as

Af = P,|M|At, (12)

- d
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M(t) = M; —at. (14)

The second model takes the same form of mass loss rate
as the one caused by Hawking radiation [3],

. OéH
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whose solution is given by
M(t) = (M? = 3ant)"” . (16)

For both models, using Eq. (13), we find that the GW
energy spectrum reads

dE, P,
dfs — 2mf’

In fact, one can easily check that for a power law model,
M < —M™ with n an arbitrary real number, the GW
energy spectrum is always given by Eq. (17).

To characterize the SGWB we compute the dimension-
less energy density parameter, Qaw/(f), defined as

fs S [fminy fmax] . (17)

1 dpaw
pedIn(f)’

where p. = 3HZ/(8m) is the critical energy of the Uni-
verse. Assuming that the GW sources are isotropically
distributed in the sky, the density parameter can be com-
puted by summing over all the sources [48],

Qaw(f) =

(18)

dt dn dE,
dzdM df,’

O () = pi / Mz (19)
where dt /dz stands for the derivative of the lookback time
with respect to the cosmological redshift. The frequency
in the detector frame is related to the source frame fre-
quency by fs = f(1+ 2). In this paper, we focus on
extragalactic BHs formed from stellar collapse whose for-
mation rate per co-moving volume is given by [49-52]:

BC) [ g M)A, — gk, (20

where ¢ is the Dirac delta function. Here, 7(M,) de-
scribes the lifetime of the progenitor star for a given mass
M, [53]. ¢(M,) o< M235 is the Salpeter initial mass
function of the progenitor stars, and we normalized it in
the range [0.1, 100] M. The function grem = grem (M, 2)
returns the mass of the BH remnant for a given M, at
redshift 2 [54] and g, is the inverse function of gem-
The z dependence of grem (My, z) comes from the metal-
licity of the BH progenitor for which we adopt the results
in [55] and we take Zg = 0.0196 [56]. The metallic-
ity as a function of z that we consider is only valid if
z € [0,20] and thus we will only consider BHs formed
within this range. For the cosmic star formation rate
(), we adopt the functional form in [57] and the fitted
parameters given in [58]. Finally, we set the BH mass to
be in the range M € [3,50] M.

The SGWB obtained with both models, along with the
sensitivity curves of different GW detectors, are shown
in Fig. 1. For concreteness, we set P, = 1. Since
Qaw o< Py, the reader can easily estimate Qgw for dif-
ferent values of P, by just multiplying the results shown
in Fig. 1 by the desired value of P,. Some features of
the GW background are quite generic, and can be easily
understood. The lower frequency cutoff of Qgw corre-
sponds to GWs emitted by the farthest and largest BHs
in the population, i.e. BHs born with mass M; ~ 50M¢
at redshift z = 20, that emit mainly at frequencies
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FIG. 1. The SGWB from isolated stellar-origin BHs due to
quantum effects with P, = 1.. Upper panel: « is in units
Mg /yr. Lower Panel: ag is in units M2 /yr. The power-law
integrated sensitivity curves [59] for LIGO/NEMO/CE/ET
are shown at their design sensitivity, all corresponding
to SNR = 1 and a four-year-observation time. We as-
sume two co-aligned and co-located identical detectors for
NEMO/CE/ET and we compute the overlap function for
LIGO based on [59].

~ 32.3kHz Mg/ ((1 + 2)M;) ~ 30Hz. The upper fre-
quency cutoff instead depends on the magnitude of the
BH mass loss rate. From Eqs. (14)—(16), we can see that
for a BH to completely evaporate by today one needs
a > M;/t, (ag > M2/(3t,)) where t, ~ 10° yr is the
typical age of the BHs in the population. Therefore for
sufficiently large o, fmax can be infinitely large (e.g., the
red and the yellow lines in Fig. 1). On the other hand,
in the small a limit, M is nearly constant and thus the
upper frequency cutoff is set by the less massive BHs
in the population, M; = 3Mg, born at small cosmo-
logical redshifts z ~ 0. This gives an upper frequency
32.3kHz My / (1 + 2)M;) ~ 10.8kHz, in agreement with
what we find in Fig. 1. Furthermore, we note that in the

small o limit, the BH mass can be regarded as a con-
stant and in this case, dE,/dfs approaches a d-function
with amplitude ~ Mt, < «. Thus, we have Qqw x a,
also in agreement with our results. Finally, we note that
small changes of the source-frame frequency, Eq. (10),
would only slightly shift the lower and higher cutoff of
Qgw while its amplitude would be almost unchanged.
To quantitatively estimate the prospects to constrain
such a background, we calculate the signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) for the different GW detectors for which we show
power-law sensitivity curves in Fig. 1. The SNR for an
arbitrary large SGWB, can be computed using [52, 60]:

r252
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where T'(f) is the overlap function and P, (f) is the noise
power spectral density of the detector. The strain power
spectral density, S, (f), is related to Qaw (f) by Sn(f) =
3HZQaw(f)/(27%f?). We take the observation time to
be T = 4 yr and take the same detector configurations
considered in [52] and also described in Fig. 1.

As argued above, in the small o and agy limit, the
BH mass can be considered to be nearly constant over
an Hubble time and the two mass loss models that we
considered above are related by o = ay/M?. In this
limit, the overall background amplitude is nearly model-
independent, and is mostly set by the magnitude of M.
For concreteness and given that M can be a function of
the BH mass, we focus on |M]| for a typical value M; =
30Mg. The SNR for the SGWB is shown in Fig. 2 where
the dashed line corresponds to SNR = 5 above which
a detection of the SGWB could be claimed. The upper
limits, below which SNR < 5, obtained with different
detectors on | M| are listed in Table I.

model LIGO NEMO ET CE

M,Py=1 [2.6x107 6.4x107" 2.3x107'* 6.5x107*°

Mpg,Py=1 [3.8x1071% 3.3x107* 2.3x107* 7.3x10715

M, P, =0.01 - 6.5x1071 2.3x10712 6.5x 10713

My, Py = 0.01 - 42x107" 2.3x1071% 7.3x107 13

TABLE 1. The expected upper limit on |M]| for 30Me BHs in
the two different models considered in this paper. M refers
to |M| = —a and My refers to |M| = —ap /M?. Here we de-
fined the upper limits as the values for which the background
SNR = 5.

As shown in Table I, the upper limit on |M | is nearly
independent on the particular model, which agrees with
our previous argument. This also indicates that our re-
sults should be robust for other possible models for the
mass loss rate M. Moreover, for the most optimistic case
where Py, = 1, it can be seen that even LIGO will already
be able to place a very stringent constraint, about two or-
ders magnitude stronger than the one that is forecasted
to be obtained from the observation of GWs from BH
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FIG. 2. The expected SNR for the SGWB as a function of
|M| Upper panel: P, = 1. Lower panel: P, = 0.01. Solid
lines: The expected SNR for M = —a. Dashed lines: The
expected SNR for M = —a g /M? where we fixed the mass of
BHs to be M = 30M.

binaries, Eq. (4), and comparable to the constraints im-
posed from the observation of stellar-mass BHs, Eq. (5).
Future GW detectors, such as NEMO/ET/CE, will be
able to place even a more stringent constraint on \M [,
namely [M| < 1071 M, /yr when assuming P, = 1 (or
|M| < 107'3M, /yr for the less optimistic case where
P, = 0.01), comparable to the most optimistic con-
straints that can be imposed from the observation of
merging binary BHs, Eq. (9). We remind, however, that
the constraints due to the SGWB refer to mass loss in the
gravitational channel only, unlike the other constraints
discussed in this paper, which are independent of the
channels through which the BH evaporates.
III. DISCUSSION

There seems to be wide space for new phenomena
in the context of BH physics and quantum mechan-

ics [20, 21, 61-63], some of them predicting much larger
emission rates from BHs, as compared to Hawking’s orig-
inal calculation [1]. Here we argued that observations of
BHs and GWs already limits the amount of energy that
BHs in the stellar-mass range can lose through quantum
processes to be smaller than |M| ~ 107 Mg, /yr for the
most optimistic case (or [M| < 1073 Mg /yr for the less
optimistic case where P, = 0.01). This limit, inferred
from the observation of merging BH binaries and from
the absence of a stochastic background of GWs, is still
many orders of magnitude above the expected Hawking
mass loss. In other words, the capability of current, or
planned, detectors is orders of magnitude away from that
necessary to probe standard Hawking radiation. Never-
theless, it is several orders of magnitude more stringent
than previous forecasted bounds. It is quite remarkable
that several decades after Hawking first predicted BH
evaporation, with GW astronomy we now have strong ob-
servational evidence that, if astrophysical BHs do evapo-
rate, they must do it in a very slow fashion. Not surpris-
ingly, the constraints we obtained are still entirely con-
sistent with Hawking’s prediction, however they severely
limit anomalously high evaporation rates.
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