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We present two alternative perspectives for the resolution of Hawking’s information puzzle in black
hole evaporation. The two views are deeply contrasting, yet they share several common aspects.
One of them is the central role played by the existence of the interior singularity (whose physical
relevance is implied by the singularity theorems of Penrose) that we expect to be replaced by a region
described by a more fundamental quantum gravity formulation. Both views rely on the notion that
the standard effective quantum field theoretic perspective would require some deep modifications. In
this respect both of our scenarios are deeply influenced by ideas that Roger Penrose has advocated
at various times and thus serves to illustrate the lasting influence that his deep thinking on these
and related matters continues to have on the modern thinking about fundamental aspects of both
quantum theory and gravitation. Despite that, there is of course no claim that R. Penrose would
agree with any of the concrete proposals that will be discussed here.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the most longstanding source of debates among theoretical physicists working on the interface of gravitation
and quantum theory, as well as one of the few existing sources of relatively solid ground for speculations about
quantum gravity, is the, so-called, black hole information loss “paradoxr”. In fact, this issue was at the core of a
now seminal work [1] in which R. Penrose and S. Hawking discuss their differing views about the nature of quantum
gravity, and which serves as inspiration for the format of the present work.

There is actually a certain disagreement regarding whether or not the expected black hole evaporation, resulting
from the Hawking’s radiation effect , leads or not to a real problem. After briefly clarifying for the benefit of the
reader (and using as a basis the work [2]) the set of explicit assumptions under which one faces a true puzzle, we
present two different approaches to deal with the issue, correspondingly favored by each one of us. After presenting
them, we engage in a debate pointing out the difficulties faced by each one of these views, and the price one must
pay in strictly adhering to them. In this last part, each of us will try to convey why, despite those difficulties, we
both continue to see some advantages of one over the other. In so doing, we will be taking the opportunity to air in
some detail the source of our disagreement on this issue, which has persisted over decades of fruitful collaborations
among us, and at the same time we will, by following their lead, be honoring two of the greatest figures in our field,
two sources of enduring inspiration, one of which has recently and unfortunately passed away and one which luckily
is, and hopefully will be with us for a long time, and who has brought recognition to the field well before his highly
deserved honoring with the Nobel Prize.

We not turn to the problem, staring with a brief presentation of the subject, emphasizing some aspects that are
often absent in the discussions on the matter, and are in our view, responsible in part for some of the seemingly
unending discussions it generates.

Sometimes, there is a debate about whether black hole evaporation, presents a puzzle requiring further analysis for
its clarification. Here is a list of assumptions whose acceptance would exhibit an incompleteness in our understanding
of the problem of black hole formation and evaporation and hence the existence of what we call a ‘paradox’.

1. The energy carried by the Hawking radiation generates a back reaction that decreases the mass of the black
hole until it evaporates completely or leaves behind a small (in Planck units) mass remnant.

2. In the case where there is a small mass remnant, its number of degrees of freedom cannot possibly encode the
information contained in an initial state with an arbitrarily large mass.

3. Information is not transferred to a causally disconnected universe.

4. As a result of quantum gravity effects, the internal singularities within black holes is cured ( i.e., replaced
at the fundamental level by something that is non singular, but rather a normal part of the new physics).
Moreover we’ll assume that some level of causal notion remains meaningful, so that this region can be said to be
causally connected with future null infinity, even when the notion of geometry might be replaced by something
dramatically different there.

5. Information is not encoded in low-energy degrees of freedom that go through the quantum gravity region.

6. The complete characterization of the Hawking radiation is not unitarily related to the initial state (in particular,
Hawking radiation is not pure, even if the initial state is pure).

7. Quantum evolution is always unitary.

Needless is to say, that in addressing the issue at hand, it would not be nearly enough to simply indicate which
of the premises above one would chose to reject. For example, if one would deny, say, assumption (3), only then,
resolving the information puzzle would require that convincing evidence is provided for how and why a parallel bubble
universe is created in the process of gravitational collapse, and why and how this parallel universe carries the degrees
of freedom purifying the Hawking radiation. Although the new account might involve important modifications of
present theories, it will have to fit consistently within the established understanding without doing away with the
successes of well tested physical theories, and include potentially testable new predictions. Of course, for reasons
that we will discuss in this article, a fully satisfactory account can only be expected to arise in the context of a fully
workable theory unifying gravitation and the quantum aspect of nature, together with a suitable version of quantum
theory free of conceptual ambiguities, and a definite ontology.

In this work, we will not even attempt to provide such a complete final answer, but simply to describe and to
contrast two approaches, which each one of us deems as most promising. These two alternatives are based on denying
assumption (5), in a way that is different from traditional radiating remnant scenarios in the case of Alejandro’s



proposal, while denying assumption (7), i.e., the very need to preserve information, in the case of Daniel’s proposal.
In the rest of the article, we will develop each other’s perspective, while attempting to point out their weaknesses and
open issues, and discussing the manner in which, we envision, the ultimate theory might resolve them.

II. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS AND THE FRAMING OF THE PROBLEM

It is worth noting that there are, in fact, three aspects of the black hole information puzzle which we find convenient
to consider separately, before presenting our individual views, while also pointing out their linkage. These are: 1)
The question of whether the standard unitary evolution is somehow broken during the process. 2) The issue of the
ultimate fate of the information encoded in the initial state characterizing the situation previous to the formation of
the black hole! 3) The nature of the entropy associated to the black hole, its interior, its exterior, as well as that
connected with the entanglement between both sets of degrees of freedom. We will now offer a brief discussion of
various aspects related to these questions in order to set the ground for our individual perspectives on the subject.

A. The nature of the Entropy of a Black hole

The discovery of Hawking radiation, together with the laws of black hole mechanics (including the generalized
second law) implies that thermodynamics is applicable to suitable situations involving black holes. Such state of
affairs calls for a more fundamental description, and thus promotes black holes as a testing ground for quantum
gravity where, in particular, black holes are endowed an entropy given by a quarter if their horizon area. Such
identification opens up new technical, as well as conceptual, issues for candidate quantum fundamental descriptions.
In fact, some of the most prominent approaches to the subject have obtained, within certain regimes and making use
of further assumptions, the correct result [3, 4], while some independent lines of analysis have offered possible general
perspectives for accounting for the proportionality of black hole entropy and area [5]. However, at present there seem
not to exist a widespread consensus on the precise nature of the entropy, when talking about situations involving
black holes (views on this questions according to one of us are discussed in [6]).

As we will see, this is a point on which we have rather different perspectives, thus we will offer the partial answers
preferred by each one of us in our respective sections, and then confront the two perspectives in the final discussion.

B. The language used in the discussion.

It is a fact that, despite the substantial progress in several of the most promising approaches, we do not have at this
moment any fully workable and satisfactory theory of quantum gravity. We are, for instance, unable to describe in
precise mathematical terms what would be the superposition of two space-times (corresponding, say, to two distinct
quantum states of matter 2). Thus, the language in which our discussion will be framed, must be essentially a semi-
classical one, where we describe most of the gravitational degrees of freedom in terms of a classical space-time with a
classically valued metric tensor (M, gqp), while we should think we are describing matter in quantum terms®. Added
to this semi-classical description of the space-time geometry, we will often consider additional features representing
those aspects of the fundamental gravitational degrees of freedom which are not really describable in the semi-classical
language. That would be the case, for instance, when we talk about the region that replaces the would be singularity.
That will be thought as having a suitable quantum gravity description that, in general, can not be reduced to that
given by a metric tensor gup.

1 Tt is worthwhile pointing out that this is a different issue from that in point 1): That is, in principle, it is conceivable that somehow the
information about the precise initial state be encoded in some manner, while the actual state of the system is not unitarily related to
the original one. I.e., bijective mappings (not necessarily linear) between two subsets of a Hilbert space need not be unitary.

In some approaches, like in loop quantum gravity, quantum superpositions of (quantum) geometries make sense at the Planck scale as
allowed by a well defined kinematical Hilbert space structure. However, the issue on how to bridge to four dimensional physical states
(solutions of the quantum constraints) remains open. Not to mention, the issue of how to recover a continuum smooth spacetime (four
dimensional) interpretation which requires dealing with difficult technical, as well as conceptual, problems mixing up questions related
to the definition of Dirac observables and the interpretation of quantum mechanics.

We might use a classical characterization sometimes, but we must think of that as shorthand for some suitable and well localized
excitation matter quantum field in states that correspond to something close to coherent state and suitable wave packets. It should be
noted that even here things can become highly nontrivial, if we think of the effective spacetime geometry as that which characterizes
the behavior of matter, which is itself described in terms of some sort of coarse graining. This point and related issues are discussed in
some detail in [7].



C. Mixed states and black holes

Another important issue that we must clarify concerns the notion of a mixed state. In fact, the statement of whether
or not, during the evaporation process, pure states evolve into mixed states is commonplace in discussions of this topic.
However, what is often not sufficiently clarified is the question of what exactly is meant by such a mixed state. The
issue here is that, in general, mixed states have two different uses, and one must be rather careful concerning which
one is being contemplated in each situation. On the one hand, mixed states are used to describe either ensembles of
identical systems, in which not all members of the ensemble are necessarily prepared in the same state, or situations
in which one does not have full information regarding the actual pure state of the closed system one wants to study
(and then, relies on a probabilistic characterization of that state). These are the, so-called, proper mixtures (see [8]
for the terminology). On the other hand, mixed states are also used to effectively describe a subsystem of a closed
quantum system, which is itself, in a pure state. These are the, so-called, improper mixtures. In the first case, the
described systems do possess at all times a well-defined quantum state, even though it might be unknown. In the
second case, if the subsystem in question is entangled with the rest, and generically, by itself, it simply does not
possess a well-defined state?.

In our discussion, the contexts in which mixed states can occur are: i) the proper miztures, where the non-purity of
the quantum state is understood in purely epistemic grounds and, ii) the improper miztures where the lack of purity
of the state is taken to reflect the entanglement of such system with external degrees of freedom.

As for the usual presentation of the black hole evaporation problem, one often considers a system initially prepared
in a well-known pure quantum state, which evolves, according to the unitary dynamics provided by quantum theory,
into an equally pure state that, however, now contains a black hole. It is only when we decide to limit our description
to those degrees of freedom lying in the black hole exterior that we end up with a characterization of the subsystem in
terms of a mixed state, which happens to have thermal characteristics. That state is, at this point, considered as an
improper mixture, with the lack of purity being just a result of our tracing over the degrees of freedom associated with
the black hole’s interior. Can one continue to regard this mixture as an improper mixture at very late times, when
the situation involves a black hole that has evaporated completely? For that to make sense, we must identify some
suitable degrees of freedom appropriately entangled with those of our quantum fields, so to that the whole system
is, in fact, in a pure state. Alternatively, we must understand how that improper mixture transmutes into a proper
mixture.

4 Some researchers take the view, often grounded on the algebraic approach to QFT, that the states of a system, even if isolated and
not entangled with anything else, might not be pure, with the lack of purity being of ontological rather than epistemic nature. We
regard that posture as rather problematic for various reasons: On the one hand, such enlargement of the possible states of a system
would signify an enormous explosion in the number of distinct physical states available to a system without, at the same time, providing
a clear interpretation of the nature of this enlargement, and, of course, calling for a general principle indicating under exactly which
physical conditions would the state of a system be pure and when mixed. Could one, for instance, assume without further analysis that
a state of a system that leads to the formation of a black hole might be arranged to be initially pure? In fact, within the algebraic
approach to QFT, it is known that the so called ”GNS construction” (see for instance [9])-by which one recovers the standard type of
formulation of the QFT in terms of a Hilbert space-, based on a state that is not pure, leads to a reducible representation of the algebra
of field operators, a feature that is usually understood as indicating that states belonging to the Hilbert space of different irreducible
components can not be connected to each other, simply because the operators capable of doing so correspond to alterations of the state
of the system that are associated to inaccessible degrees of freedom. However, that interpretation would be impossible if we hold to the
view that a complete description of a system that is not entangled with other system might correspond to a mixed state. In that case, it
seems to us it would be reasonable to expect some alternative physical explanation for the above mentioned impediment. Lacking that,
we would be forced to conclude that our theory is deficient. It is worthwhile noting that here we face a situation where unfortunate
linguistic ambiguities have contributed to obscure the issues. We refer, of course, to the fact that when referring to the characterization
of a physical system the word “state” is used with various slightly different meanings. We might use it to refer to the actual ontological
physical situation, or to its mathematical characterization in terms of a particular theory. Moreover, we might refer to a complete such
characterization or to one that is incomplete due to a lack of knowledge on our part (which might result from having obtained only
partial information about that specific system), or as a result of our choosing to describe in a collective manner a certain ensemble of
similar systems using a compacted notation, instead of describing each and every element of the systems in the ensemble separately).
Alternatively the reason might be that the theory does not allow such complete characterization in the situation of interest ( for instance
in the case of Quantum Theory we might be talking about a subsystem of a larger system which is entangled wit other subsystems. The
reader is thus warned to read this footnote with due care. In short, should one contemplate other type of situations where a non-pure
state is taken to characterize a system, one would need to explain precisely under what conditions something like that might occur,
and one would need to understand under what circumstances could a generic system be characterized by a pure state, as the lack of
entanglement with other systems would not be a sufficient condition. To our knowledge, no such account has been proposed or carefully
considered, so far. Therefore, will not dwell further into the subject, taking the conservative posture we have detailed above, bypassing
the issues that would have to be clarified if an alternative posture were to be adopted. Some readers might dismiss this whole discussion
as trivial and unnecessary however in our experience a great deal of confusion arises precisely in this regard, and it creeps up in the
discussions about the black hole information puzzle.



One might adopt a position where entanglement is always possible among degrees of freedom as long as they are
not also related with causally connected regions ( except when the DOF pertain to the same spacetime point). That is
one would take as possible the entanglement between DOF associated with regions which they can not be considered
as part of an ordinary Cauchy surface, a situation which seems closely related to the idea that somehow “the interior
of the black hole continues to exist” after the black hole evaporation, in the sense of the picture presented in [10],
(despite some of the unusual features that such posture entails (see [2]). It seems that, in order to do this in general,
would require a mayor revision of the basis of standard quantum theory, because one normally thinks of entanglement
as a feature of a quantum state, and a quantum state as associated with an 7instant of time” in non-relativistic
situations, and with a Cauchy hypersurface in its special or general relativistic generalizations®.

Another possibility is that the purity of the state is the result of some novel type of correlations between the
standard degrees of freedom in the field quantum state and something else. Such possibility will be considered in
some detail in Section IV.

The alternative is to view the mixed states one seems to obtain after the complete evaporation of a black hole
as proper mixtures. l.e., one would have to take the view that the final state of the system is pure, but unknown.
A theory involving departures from unitary evolution seems then necessary in order to complete the picture, by
providing, in some detail, a characterization of a concrete stochastic evolution for the system in question. That is, in
following this approach, it seems that one would need to take the view that there is some deeper theory providing for
a specific (even if in-deterministic) unraveling [11-14] of, say, the associated Lindblad equation or whatever provides
the detailed evolution of the system described in terms of a density matrix . Natural candidates for such theories are
spontaneous reduction theories which were initially conceived as a path to resolve the so called measurement problem
in quantum theory. We will discuss this option in some detail in Section V.

D. What is a BH in quantum gravity?

In classical general relativity, black holes are defined as the region that is causally disconnected from far away
observers idealized, in asymptotically flat spacetimes, by future null infinity .# . One writes BH = .# — J=(#71),
where J~ (£ 1) denotes the chronological past of .#* (in the notation of [15]). However, on the one hand, semiclassical
arguments imply that black holes evaporate, while on the other hand, quantum gravity considerations suggest that
the singularity should be replaced by a quantum gravity region in a more fundamental description. Under such
circumstances one can still make sense of the notion of BH if one suitably adapts the classical definition to the
quantum gravity context. Thus, one can, for instance, introduce the notion of semiclassical past J5 () of FT as
the collection of events in the spacetime that can be connected to # T by semiclassical causal curves defined as those
that never go through the quantum gravity region. One might still need to more precisely characterize such curves.
A possibility that comes to mind would be to require curvature scalars such that the Kretschmann scalar remains
bounded along such curves, say K = Rgpcq R4 < Ce, 4 for some constant C of order unity, but it seems that might
not cover all the shaded region densely filled with defects that, as we will see, occurs in Alejandro’s approach. Given
such definition of semiclassical past, then the black hole region can be defined as

B=.#—J; (7). (1)

Its dependence on the constant C is not an important limitation in the discussion about information. Different C
would lead to BH regions that coincide up to Planckian corrections.The previous criterion could be replaced to one
based on fluctuations of geometric quantities instead of the quantity K as the quantum region might not necessarily
involve in all cases Planckian curvatures (that would be the case in the present scenarios for the future part of the
QG region).

In some investigations, emphasis is placed on local definitions of what the black hole would be arguing that the usual
definition cannot be applied in the quantum realm. We do not agree with such perspective because, as our previous
definition shows, there is a natural generalization of the standard definition (valid for classical black holes) valid when
evaporation is taken into account. One of the concepts evoked to replace the such global definition by a local notion
of event horizon is that of dynamical horizon [16] or (the analogous notion of) holographic screens (later introduced
in [17]) which are basically surfaces foliated by apparent horizons. Here we would like to point out that, even if as
mathematical notions these surfaces are certainly interesting, at the physical level such definitions do not present, in
our view, clear advantages (for a contrasting opinion the reader is invited to refer to [18]). In the first place, these

5 The idea of consider extending the notion of entanglement to include that between, say, a system today and another system (or even
the same system) in the remote past or future seems quite difficult to make sense of.



hypersurfaces can be timelike of spacelike depending on the ambient matter flow across them and hence they generally
do not define a meaningful notion of the sort of causal separation at play in our definition that is central relevant for
discussions about the fate of unitarity and information loss. Indeed, while the black hole is evaporating, the dynamical
horizons are timelike and lie outside of the null event horizon as defined here. Thus they do not correctly separate
between the degrees of freedom that are bound to fall into the strong gravity regime from those escaping out to # .
Moreover, in the relevant physical situations where one would need to use the notion of dynamically horizons (for
instance, when the system is sufficiently close to stationarity and the black hole is macroscopic) dynamical horizons
approach (in the past direction) our causal horizon exponentially fast so that, in such contexts, there is no relevant
distinction of one from the other.

Figure 1. A Vaidya black hole formed and annihilated via null shock waves of mass M and —M sent at advanced time vy and
vo + Av respectively. The dynamical horizon is represented in green. Our definition of event horizon in red. For large Aw
dynamical and event horizon have areas approaching exponentially at v = vo. However, the two differ by about Ar ~ 2M at
v =0 + Av.

Some intuition about the distinction between our global definition and the local ones can be gained by means of
simple spacetime models where the null geodesics can be explicitly integrated. The simplest situation corresponds
to a Vaidya spacetime produced by the collapse of a shell of mass M in an initially flat spacetime that produces a
Schwarzschild black hole at advanced time vg, and it is later annihilated by a new shell of mass —M falling into the
black hole at advanced time vy + Awv. The Penrose diagram corresponding to this situation is given in Figure 1. There
is a dynamical horizon (in the sense of [16]) that is piece-wise null whose area radius corresponds to the Schwarzschild
radius 7., = 2M in the portion of spacetime between the two shells. If we assume that the singularity is a boundary
of spacetime, then our definition of black hole horizon coincides with the usual event horizon (the boundary of the
past of #1). A simple calculation shows that the radius of the event horizon rp,(vg) when the first shell collapses
(at v = vp) is given by the relation

—Av = 2rpy(vo) 4 4M log

Tbh(’U ) —2M
)

Which implies that r,, < 7., and that r,p, — 7., exponentially as Av — oo. Notice that the dynamical horizon
deviates from the event horizon in the future and the difference is at its maximum of order 2M!. This is because



‘evaportation’ happens instantaneously at v = vg + Av. Nevertheless, it shows that near the end of black hole
evaporation when the process becomes fast one should expect important deviations between the two notions. On
the contrary, when the evaporation rate is slow (when the black hole is macroscopic) the previous model suggests
that no significant difference between the dynamical horizon and the event horizon as defined here should exist. This
can be illustrated in a perhaps more realistic (yet solvable) example where the negative mass shell is replaced by
the a linear mass function M (v) = M[1 — (v — vg)/Av] for v € [vg, vg + Av]. The outgoing geodesics of this Vaidya
metric are integrable [19] and one finds that |rpn — 7an| & 4ranM/Av < (m,/M)E, (where in the last estimate we
used Av ~ M3 /mi matching Hawking evaporation time). A moment of reflection shows that the previous example
captures well the qualitative behavior for realistic black holes.

These considerations imply that the simple generalization of the standard black hole notion introduced in this
section captures the basic geometric notion that is necessary for our present discussion.

E. Different alternatives for the spacetime global geometries used in addressing the problem

With the previous definition in mind—once the idealization of asymptotic flatness is used—three different global
(effective) spacetime structures seem possible when representing the physics of black hole formation and evaporation.
The later can be represented in terms of the Carter-Penrose diagrams in Figure 2 and 3. The first case (left panel
in Figure 2) corresponds to the case where there is no (classical) future to the quantum gravity region that replaces
the classical singularity, and where late observers inherit a spacetime geometry that is filled with matter fields in
the vacuum state. The second qualitatively different situation is represented on the right panel of Figure 2 where
there is a semiclassical region (for spacetime geometry and matter fields) to the future of the quantum gravity region.
However, this region remains causally disconnected from the asymptotically flat region representing the outside of
the black hole. There a baby-universe emerging from the quantum gravity region that remains inside the black hole
according to the previous definition.

Baby Universe

QG region

T'Planck TPlanck

collapsing matter
collapsing matter

Figure 2. Two possibilities of global structures where the quantum gravity region remains inside the black hole region after
evaporation. The quantum gravity region is represented by the light gray region in the figure.

F. Description of the evaporation process.

The bulbous bow was a revolutionary engineering development allowing cargo ships to importantly reduce drag.
The idea is that a bulb attached to the front of the ship produces a wave designed (through its geometry) to be in
counter phase to the wave produced by the rest of the body of the ship. As seen from far away ( say, ‘from infinity’
) the two waves interfere in a destructive manner with the consequence that no energy is ‘radiated’ by the ship in
surface waves. The net result is that (conservation of energy implies) the drag is reduced. But drag is about friction,
thus there is a more fundamental description in terms of the microscopic degrees of freedom between the ship surface
and the molecules of water. Of course, such microscopic description is highly complicated and of no interest for the
engineer. The account from infinity is enough for the purpose of the designing a well performing bulbous bow.



QG region

collapsing matter

Figure 3. Global structure where the quantum gravity region ‘exits’ the black hole region at the end of the evaporation. It
schematically includes the quantum gravity region (light gray region in the figure) as it might be described from the classical
perspective. This is, generically speaking, the global structure of the standard remnant scenarios of unitarity resolution but
also admit the alternative accounts. For simplicity of presentation, and given the actual proposals we will be considering in
detail, this is the framework where most of the discussion in this article will be placed. Past and future generalized Cauchy
surfaces 31 and Yo are represented.

Similarly, a key limitation for the full understanding of the black hole formation and evaporation process is the
fact that near the classical would-be-singularity strong quantum gravity effects require a dynamical description that
is not available in present approaches to quantum gravity. However, as in the case of the bulbous bow, some useful
information about the process can be obtained by considering the process from in terms of what observers perceive
at #T. Such information certainly incomplete, in terms of the full understanding the issue at hand, but it provides a
few solid landmarks to guide our attempts to produce a satisfactory theoretical model. In this section, we present the
picture that emerges from this perspective and a few assumptions, such as the validity of the semiclassical analysis of
the Hawking effect, and the approximate validity of energy conservation.

Thus, the BH-formation and subsequent evaporation can be discussed in the context of an asymptotically flat
idealization for which (as we argue now) one should be able to represent some relevant features in terms of a Penrose
diagram. The reason such representation is bound to be only partially correct is the fact that in some ‘regions’ there
is no viable description, even at an approximated level, due to the presence of strong quantum gravity effects. This
is certainly the case for the regions where classical gravity predicts singularities, but (as we shall argue), it might
also apply to regions to the future of the latter where (in classical terms) we could talk about the presence of a
naked-singularity: a quantum gravity region in causal contact with far away observers.

We are assuming that the process of black hole formation and evaporation is well represented by the Figure 3. In
the far past initial conditions are given by an isolated and diluted cloud of matter distribution outside of which matter
degrees of freedom are in a state well represented by the vacuum. This cloud has initial condition such that in the
future, a gravitational collapse will take place and a BH (in the sense of the definition of Section IID will form). It
is important to point out that such cloud of matter in the initial state can very well be replaced by an initial state
of suitably focused gravitational waves, i.e., pure geometric degrees of freedom could be the ones responsible for BH
formation. This will not play a central role in either of our accounts of the process. In particular, one should recall
that, as far as our current understanding of matter is concerned, at the fundamental level, all matter consists of
quantum fields in various kind of states, and in the general setting of curved spacetimes, no unique canonical version



of vacuum exists.

The initially diluted matter cloud becomes denser towards the future and eventually undergoes gravitational col-
lapse. Trapped surfaces form and, assuming that classical energy conditions are satisfied by the initial cloud, singular-
ities of the classical theory appear as granted by singularity theorems [20]. The previously evoked energy conditions
are expected to be violated very strongly by quantum effects near the singularity where one expects a full quantum
gravity treatment to be necessary (note that violations of energy conditions are also relevant in other places, particu-
larly, near the black hole horizon, and are, in fact, responsible for the slow horizon area decease that accompanies the
Hawking radiation.). At this stage some suitably defined version of the cosmic censorship conjecture [? | adapted to
the definition in Section IID imply the formation of a black hole which we assume to have an initially macroscopic
mass M > m,. We should recall that the ADM remains constant so that when we talk about a mass changing we
are referring to the Bondi mass.

The formation process can be quite complicated and dynamically involved. Gravitational radiation as well as
matter radiation is emitted during this process. Sufficiently late, the system settles to a quasi-stationary state where
all the radiation associated with the gravitational collapse process has escaped out to .# . This happens at some late
retarded (equilibrium) time u = ueq, where we are using the Bondi (rest) frame of the black hole that is well defined
during this quasi-stationary phase. In fact using that the spacetime is extremely close to a stationary asymptotically
flat spacetime there is a unique Bondi rest frame—up to rotations and u-retarded-time-translations encoded in an
arbitrary choice of Bondi cut u = 0. Once this is done using the quasi-stationary portion of spacetime, the rest Bondi
system can be extended to the whole of .#+. Thus we assume that, for sufficiently late times u > ueq and until close to
the retarded time ug (defined by the end of the evaporation) the spacetime geometry is well approximated by a member
of the Kerr-Newman family of stationary black hole solutions with slowly varying mass M (u), angular momentum
J(u), and electromagnetic charge Q(u) which evolves according to the corresponding Bondi balance equations at .+
where the fluxes are given by the Hawking fluxes computed from the Hawking radiation spectrum [21].

This quasi stationary situation lasts until the mass M (u) becomes of the order of the Planck mass m, close to
retarded time ug. Then Hawking’s calculation can certainly not be trusted any longer, as the curvature close to the
black hole horizon becomes of the order of the Planck scale. Only a full quantum gravity description becomes necessary
at this stage. However, a central point here is that, independently of the details of such final phase of evaporation,
the total energy available—as measured by our far away Bondi observers—is bounded by something of the order of
the Planck mass. The spacetime geometry and the state of matter fields ought to be very well approximated by a
flat vacuum state for u > ug.

We note that despite the expectation that the standard notions of spacetime geometry should cease to be a viable
characterization of the quantum gravity region®, for our proposals to make sense, there must remain at least a notion
of causal connectivity allowing, for instance, to talk about regions to the future of the quantum gravity region. This
is an assumption for both of our proposals which is explicit in the way we represent the Penrose diagrams of interest
for our discussion. We are explicitly negating assumption (4) as stated in the introduction.

III. DIFFUSION AND GRANULARITY: A COMMON FEATURE OF BOTH SCENARIOS

In what follows, we will describe two alternative scenarios for the resolution of the information puzzle. According to
Alejandro’s perspective, unitarity holds and information is not destroyed during the evaporation process but hidden
in correlations with Planckian degrees of freedom that are not accounted for in the smooth effective field theory
description. According to Daniel’s perspective unitarity is broken and information is really lost due to dynamical
collapse (localized) events whose frequency is controlled by entities or degrees of freedom that also escape the standard
effective field theory description. A common consequence of this is the expected deviation from energy conservation
or the existence of diffusion. Such common feature leads to possibly interesting phenomenology as illustrated by
previous work [22-27].

Turning back to the general line of thought, in which such postures might be most naturally framed, and having
no realistically viable and fully workable theory of quantum gravity’, we will argue by analogy. To this end let us

6 Which must include the would-be-singularity one encounters if inappropriately extending general relativity to regions that would have
involve arbitrarily large curvatures.

7 Note, for instance, that none of the ongoing programs trying to develop a theory of quantum gravity is at this time able to provide a
detailed mathematical description of the quantum space-time in which something like, say, the moon would be in a superposition of
two different locations. The closest to that which we can do, as far as we know, is something like considering quantizing the metric
perturbations as if they were any ordinary quantum field on a fixed space-time background, a process that is conceptually unsatisfactory,
because the causal structure, which plays such a fundamental role in the construction of any QFT, would be that provided by the
background metric and not the complete space-time metric.
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consider fluid dynamics as a useful analogy to the emergence of what we describe in classical terms as space-time,
which seems to underscore a general picture shared explicitly or intuitively by many researchers in quantum gravity .

The description of a fluid, in terms of the Navier-Stokes equations, is generally understood to emerge from an
underlying theory of atoms and molecules interacting via electromagnetic forces; in some regime, such forces might
be described in terms of Van der Waals potentials but, in even more general situations the full use of quantum
electrodynamics can be expected to be required. When looking at fluid dynamics in such manner, it seems evident
that such concepts as fluid density or pressure cannot be taken to have any fundamental character, and that phenomena
such as vorticity or turbulence, which at the level of fluid mechanics are essential, cannot be expected to have any
special significance or play any crucial role at the fundamental level. Furthermore we are looking at the subject from
the standpoint of what we take as this point to play the role of the fundamental theory, what the fluid dynamics
theoretician calls vorticity and or turbulence must be present, at least to some extent in any real process. The fact
that, under certain conditions, those can be safely ignored, is just a matter of the degree of approximation we are
interested in and the spatio-temporal scales over which we are interested in the study of the system. For instance by
solving the equations for a viscosity-free liquid under laminar flow conditions, in a circular tube, one might conclude
that the motion will continue forever. It is, nonetheless, clear that such result does not represent what goes on in
nature over the long run, simply because the tiny, but ever-present viscosity, effects will inexorably lead to microscopic
vorticity-like behavior, resulting in energy dissipation into heat, eventually stopping the circulatory motion.

Now, when adopting the analogous view about the nature of spacetime, classical spacetime notions, such as the
metric, the general nature of the space-time casual structure, or even the notion of what is a Cauchy hypersurface
can be expected to become secondary or emergent. Thus, it follows that a black hole should not be considered as
a fundamental, or even a well defined object, any more than a tornado could be taken as a fundamental notion by,
say, a fluid dynamics theoretician. Of course, a tornado is a clear and fundamental concept to a student of weather
patterns, and, in fact, could be his/her major field of expertise.

Now we might push the analogy further, suppose someone is concerned with the issue of energy conservation in
fluid dynamics and considers a proposal in which energy is generally conserved, except when tornados are involved (
let say that under such conditions, the proposal holds, part of the energy becomes inaccessible). We believe that such
proposal will not be taken as even viable by most | specialists in hydrodynamics, because people would be likely to
suspect that, if during a hurricane some part of the energy went into a strange, inaccessible form, then similar effective
losses of energy are likely to occur in other circumstances as well. People might even argue that, to some extent, small
hurricanes can be thought of as taking place in almost any situation involving nontrivial fluid motion. Others might
argue that, in fact, at a certain scale, the concept of a hurricane becomes simply inappropriate and a description of
things in another language is necessary. Regardless, one should expect that the fundamental theory ought to provide
an explanation in terms of the fundamental entities and their dynamics, of, for instance, how what we call energy when
using the fluid dynamics language effectively disappears when a hurricane is involved. Moreover, one will also expect
that similar processes, not necessarily involving hurricanes, but also leading to energy non-conservation, should be
present in many other situations, although perhaps in a less significant fashion.

What about black holes? If the unitary evolution is, at least in practice, fundamentally lost when a black hole
is involved, then, to researchers that do not see space-time as fundamental, this seems unavoidably tied with the
conclusion that unitarity evolution cannot be exactly valid in every situation. That is because the very notion of a
black hole is one that is only well-defined within a setting where the emergent notion of classical space-time becomes
available, and thus the presence or absence of a black hole can have no implications regarding the behavior of the
fundamental theory in generic situations.

IV. ALEJANDRO’S PERSPECTIVE

The mathematical models that so far define our successful physical theories are all reversible in the sense that
they can predict the future value of the variables they use from their initial values, while conversely the past can be
uniquely reconstructed from the values of these variables in the future. The memory of the initial condition is not
lost in the dynamics and their information content remains. This is true for classical mechanics and field theory, and
it is also true for quantum mechanics and quantum field theory, as long as we do not invoke the postulate of the
collapse of the wave function (i.e., as long as we do not intervene from the outside via a measurement or some form
of objective collapse happens dynamically as in the framework evoked here by Daniel). In the quantum mechanical
setting, this property boils down to the fact that evolution is given by a unitary operator which can always be undone
via its adjoint transformation.

However, in systems with many degrees of freedom an effective form of irreversibility can arise in the sense that
information can be degraded and become unavailable for an observer with limited probing capabilities for whom
different configurations might appear indistinguishable. This typically happens when microscopic degrees are involved:
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a prototypical example is the burning of a newspaper. Common sense claims that the information that was contained
in it is simply lost. However, the physicist, trained to find accounts of the facts that accommodate to the statement
of the previous paragraph, explains that the information is degraded only or hidden (to the point of becoming
unrecoverable in practice) in the humongous number of microscopic variables describing the molecular structure of
the paper. The words in the newspaper remain ‘written’ (it would be claimed) in the multiple correlations between
the degrees of freedom of the molecules in the gas of the combustion diffusing in the atmosphere while transferring
the information to even larger and yet pristine portions of the very large phase space of an unbounded universe. Of
course, the physicist cannot prove this; however, it is a consistent story in view of the strongly cherished principle of
unitarity.

Such effective irreversibility is clearly captured in the second law of thermodynamics stating that—for suitable
situations involving large number of degrees of freedom—entropy can only increase. At the classical level, this clashes
at first sight with the Liouville theorem stating that the phase space volume of the support of a distribution in phase
space is preserved by dynamical evolution. However, nothing restricts the shape of this volume to evolve into highly
intricate forms that a macroscopic observer might be unable to resolve. More precisely, suitable initial conditions
(that the observer agent regards as special) are given with a certain uncertainty in accordance to the observers limited
measurement capabilities. These special initial conditions are, in our example, the macroscopic configurations of ink
particles defining words in the newspaper before the fire reached them. Such initial conditions and the associated
uncertainties are idealized by a distribution in phase space occupying an initial phase space volume of a regular shape.
As time passes, the apparent phase space volume (but not the actual volume which remains constant), as measured by
a ‘short-sighted’ observer, seems to grow because of its intrinsic inability to separate the points in phase space that the
system actually occupies from the close neighboring ones where the system is not. As emphasized by Penrose—here
illustrated by one of his pictures reproduced in Figure 10—this is possible in the part of the universe we live in because
of the very special initial conditions in its remote past.

I will argue that the general lines of this story remain the same when black hole evaporation is considered. In
my view, it is possible that—once a more clear picture of the nature of the quantum gravity dynamics near the
places where general relativity predicts singularities is available—the fate of information in black hole formation and
evaporation will be explained in terms very similar to those used to describe what happens with the previous familiar
newspaper example. In the black hole case the singularity is the place where initially the low energy degrees of
freedom—that as macroscopic agents, we describe as quantum field theory modes—are forced to interact with the
fundamental building blocks of gravity and matter at the Planck scale (a scale at which effective quantum field theory
is expected not to be a reliable description, I will argue). What we call singularity, in classical gravity is the analog of
the fire in the previous familiar example: as such it allows for the system to explore a new humongous portion of phase
space that was forbidden (because weakly interacting) in the past weak field and weak curvature configuration. In
the view that I put forward, information is not destroyed or lost but simply degraded into correlations with Planckian
microscopic states which are hidden to macroscopic agents trying to describe dynamics in terms of the limited tools
of effective quantum field theory.

Figure 4. Illustration of the second law in a picture by Penrose.

A first indirect indication of the pertinence of this view is that—according to general relativity combined with
quantum field theory, in a regime where both are expected to be good approximations—large isolated black holes
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behave like thermodynamical systems in equilibrium. The first striking fact in this respect is the validity of the
no-hair theorem implying that classical black holes (made of standard model type of matter) are all equivalent in the
far future (and as seen from the outside) if their mass M, angular momentum J, and electric charge @ coincide. The
differences characterized in the infinitely many ways in which these black holes can be formed from the gravitational
collapse of suitable initial conditions are to be found partly in the radiation flux of matter and gravity at .# T before
the black hole becomes stationary, but also in the ‘inside’ degrees of freedom localized beyond their event horizons
‘falling’ into the interior singularity and hence, apparently (or temporarily), lost to exterior observers. The later
degrees of freedom evolve into the region where general relativity fails to be predictable and hence their dynamical
fate can only be assessed in the framework of a full quantum gravity description.

Quantum mechanically, stationary black holes (the end result of gravitational collapse according to the classical
description to which the no-hair theorem applies) are only close to equilibrium but never in actual equilibrium as—as
soon as hi-effects are taken into account—they radiate particles at the Hawking temperature losing energy extremely
slowly at least when they are macroscopic. When perturbed, they come back to quasi-equilibrium to a new state and
the process satisfies the first law of black hole thermodynamics

SM = T6Sp, + Q6. + B5Q, (3)

with an entropy equal Sy, = A/ (4(127) where A is the horizon area. Under such perturbations, it is expected that the
total entropy of the outside universe can only increase. Namely, according to the so-called generalized second law

(GSL)

A
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where dShmatter represents the entropy of whatever is outside the black hole (including for instance the emitted radi-
ation). The fact that black holes are thermal systems satisfying the previous thermodynamical properties compels
to consider the existence of microscopic degrees of freedom responsible for the the origin of their entropy. These
microscopic degrees of freedom are actually well identified in certain approaches to quantum gravity, such as loop
quantum gravity (see [28, 29] and references therein).

Now, if such microscopic degrees of freedom at the Planck scale are the ones responsible for black hole entropy,
then—in analogy to the molecules that constitute the newspaper in our introductory example—they must be essential
for understanding the problem of information in black hole evaporation. This is the central postulate of my view
which, T will argue, allows for the process of evaporation to remain compatible with unitarity of quantum evolution
and avoids (as we will see) the draw backs of traditional remnant scenarios or poorly motivated (yet very popular)
holographic descriptions.

1. Black hole entropy is the UV contribution to entanglement entropy

Let me first review how the previous semiclassical properties of black holes, combined with generic features of
certain approaches to quantum gravity, suggest that such underlying granularity should actually be part of a more
fundamental description of black holes. To do this, let us first consider the semiclassical evaporation process in
more detail. Namely, we can first ask the question of how much entropy is carried by the Hawking radiation during
evaporation. There is perhaps no consensus about the meaning of black hole entropy, and we will expand on this
presenting my view in our latter discussions; however, we certainly know what the radiation entropy is. Thus, from the
Hawking radiation spectrum and energy conservation at .# T one can calculate the entropy of the radiation produced
during the evaporation process, by integrating the entropy flux at .#+. More precisely, assuming that the black hole
is created with initial mass My via a rapid gravitational collapse (we will take J = 0 = @ for simplicity), one has that
the intensity of the Hawking radiation at .# T that follows from Hawking spectrum is (Stefan-Boltzman law)

Ip = cAT?, (5)

where T stands for the Hawking temperature x/27 (with s, the surface gravity that for a Schwarzschild black hole
is kK = ﬁ) and o is a constant that takes into account the grey-body factors, as well as the contributions from the
different species and number of degrees of freedom of each of them respectively. The entropy flux per unit retarded
time in the radiation is S = IgT~!. Energy conservation requires M = Ig from where we get dS/dM = T!.
Integrating one obtains

0
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where in the integration we assumed that there was no radiation initially at .#T. The previous argument assumes
that the radiation process is quasi-stationary in the sense of thermodynamics. In general, one has the inequality

Ao
AS > @. (7)
One way of altering the quasi-stationarity consists of feeding the BH from the outside during evaporation. A process
that can increase the final entropy radiated AS arbitrarily. The previous analysis generalizes to the rotating case if,
in addition, we use conservation of angular momentum (but the calculation is more involved as it requires the precise
angular momentum dependence of the grey-body factors).

The previous discussion provides a clear picture of the nature of the entropy of the outside world (the one entering
the GSL) at the end of black hole evaporation. On the one hand it is the entropy contained in the emitted Hawking
radiation at #* which (in such quasi-stationary case, adiabatic from the perspective of the GSL, (7)) it matches the
initial black hole entropy Ao/ (4612,). On the other hand, this entropy is also entanglement entropy, namely

A
AS = —Tr[pout 10g(pout)] = ﬁ Y
D

where poyt is the reduced density matrix characterizing the state of the quantum fileds on X5 in Figure 5 (relevant
for observers in the outside region of Y5 idealized by the portion of T for u < wg) once the degrees of freedom
corresponding to the inside are traced out. Here, the inside portion of Y5 is given by the ‘latest possible’ instant before
the quantum region where spacetime representations are compromised due to Planckian effects (here, we are pushing
the semiclassical approximation as far as we can but the same was done in the previous calculation of the entropy of
the radiation (6)). The last equality also assumes quasi-stationarity of the evaporation process and follows from (6).
between the outside and the inside of the black hole (entanglement entropy between the two thicken portions of ¥
in Figure 5).

The previous equation holds due to the fact that the Hawking radiation is produced (according to the rules of
quantum field theory) in perfectly correlated pairs of outgoing particles, with one particle radiated to infinity and the
other into the black hole singularity. This is only a special case of a very general feature of particle creation in curved
spacetimes [30] and particle creation by external potentials. It is precisely these correlations—established according to
the rules of standard quantum field theory applied in a regime where we expect it to be a valid approximation—that
grant the unitarity of the evolution among Cauchy surfaces to the past of the quantum gravity region (like ¥ in Figure
5). Moreover, unitarity is expected to hold when extrapolating this evolution to the ‘latest possible time’ ¥5. There is
a null component of Xo, represented by a dotted line, that we assume not to play an important role (this assumption
is expected to hold as the degrees of freedom in the radiation near the end of evaporation are ultrarelativistic outgoing
modes; quantum gravity effects might also play a role, but we expect them not to change the situation drastically to the
point to invalidate the qualitative features of the scenario). The unitarity is precisely preserved by the entanglement
between the outside and inside portions of these Cauchy surfaces and, thus, the radiation entropy is concurrently
standard thermodynamical entropy and entanglement entropy between the outside and the inside of the black hole.

Figure 5. Two ‘instants’ represented by suitable Cauchy surfaces relevant for the discussion of entropy and information.

The perspective adopted here is that the outside entropy, the one satisfying the GSL (7), is simply entanglement
entropy, not only at the ‘instant’ 3o, but for all the Cauchy surfaces with the quantum gravity region to their future
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(as for example ¥ in Figure 5). Such perspective opens the way to a fundamental definition of black hole entropy as
a measure of the (local) entanglement between the degrees of freedom right outside with those right inside the event
horizon of a black hole [5]. More precisely, given a pure state p = |0) (0| of a quantum field on a Cauchy surface,
such as ¥; in Figure 6, the entanglement entropy between the inside and the outside of ¥, defined with respect to
the black hole horizon, is divergent due to the contribution of ultra-local entanglement across the horizon in local
quantum field theory. If one introduces a cut-off length scale € to regularize such ‘high-energy’ or UV, contributions
one finds

Sent = _Tr[pout IOg(pout)]
A
= fl? +f2 10g(A6_2) +Srad7 (9)

where S;.q4 is a finite contribution representing the entropy of the radiation outside of the black hole. This term is
expected to vanish in a suitable vacuum state if ¥, is sufficiently early, so that it does not contain any Hawking
particles yet. One would like to associate with the entropy of the black holel the term proportional to the black hole
area A which diverges as e2. However, this term is not only divergent, but also ambiguous in quantum field theory,
as it depends, for instance on the details of the regularization procedure used, as well as on the number of degrees of
freedom involved (the so-called species problem).

In addition to having the correct formal dependence on A, there are reasons to believe that it is precisely that UV
divergent term that—once made finite by the inclusion of the missing quantum gravitational degrees of freedom—
encodes the correct notion of black hole entropy that enters the laws of black hole thermodynamics. We can express
this conjecture as

A H
f1 6—2 in qual.qtum @ . (10)
gravity p

One can find support for this conjecture by studying perturbations of the Hartle-Hawking state of an eternal
Schwarzschild black hole spacetime [31]® where, perturbing the definition (9), one shows that

0A
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&% is the stationarity Killing field of the background geometry, and expectation values are taken in the Hartle-Hawking
state. The last equality involves the change of the radiated energy at infinity due to the perturbation dF,.q, and
the Hawking temperature T (heat over temperature: one finds again the direct link between entanglement and
thermodynamics when black holes are involved). Note that the argument leads to the desired Bekenstein-Hawking
horizon area contribution required by the previous conjecture (independently of any cut-off and number of species in
the quantum field) because the area contribution arises explicitly from the semiclassical Einstein’s equations via the
Raychaudhuri equation describing perturbation of the generators of the black hole horizon sourced by (§7),,). Here
we see how the inclusion of gravity actually resolves simultaneously the divergence and the ambiguity issue (including
the species problem). It is worth noting that the issue of possible dependence on the number of particle species drops
out of the analysis as their number affect in the same manner both the calculation of the entropy and the change in
the area.

More generally, one can argue for the validity of the conjecture from the UV structure of entanglement in any
arbitrary Hadamard state (states whose 2-point function mimics the UV structure of the Minkowski vacuum and
used to renormalize the energy momentum tensor in semiclassical gravity) in quantum field theory combined with a
suitable hypothesis on the granularity at the Planck scale (e.g. loop quantum gravity provides one). More precisely,
assuming that the background geometry is well approximated by that of a stationary black hole (a Kerr-Newman
black hole), one has that there are (uniquely defined) local observers in a neighbourhood outside, and very close to

8 This is motivated by a simpler calculation in flat spacetime given in (32].
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the horizon, that see the horizon at rest (a sort of ‘rest frame of the horizon’). These are the observers with four
velocities u® = x*/+/|x - x|, where x® are the Killing generators of the horizon given by

X = € Qe (13)

where £* is the previously evoked time translational Killing field and 9 is the axial symmetry Killing field (€ is
the angular velocity of the horizon entering the first law (3)). The rules of local quantum field theory imply that
such stationary observers detect around them a thermal environment with local temperature Tipca1 = 27/ + O(4),
for ¢ is the space-like distance to the horizon in a background geometry assumed to be stationary to the past (this is
hence the distance to the bifurcating surface of a fiducial [? | bifurcating Killing horizon). Thus, as the temperature
grows as £ — 0, the UV structure of quantum states in quantum field theory implies that, in this limit, all degrees
of freedom available must look like as if they were excited at infinite temperature in order for the state to look just
like the vacuum locally, say, from the point of view of freely falling observers. Thus, the state must look like an
infinite temperature state for the special observers selected by the time translational symmetry of the local geometry
near the horizon (the natural rest frame of the system) in order not to have something like a fire wall at the horizon.
Consequently, in the limit £ — 0, all degrees of freedom must be equally likely—in the density matrix defined in the
frame of such preferred observers—and be maximally correlated with partner modes on the other side. Under such
conditions the UV contribution to the entanglement entropy (the divergent piece) is given by

—

Hadamard

A
nh log () (14
where N is the number of degrees of freedom characterizing the the infinitely-thin atmosphere close to the horizon
(the UV modes) that we can regard as horizon states: N corresponds to the dimension of the Hilbert space of horizon
states.

The number N is divergent in an effective quantum field theory description simply because it does not take into
account the fine grained structure of quantum geometry. We expect that this apparently divergent number should
actually be bounded by the area of the black hole (the entanglement surface) in a suitable theory of quantum gravity.
This is actually the case in models of quantum geometry emerging from loop quantum gravity [4] where the dimension
of the allowed piece of the Hilbert space—obtained from constraining the area of the horizon to be a macroscopic
number A—goes like N ~ expnA/ 612) for a dimensionless number n whose value is subjected to ambiguities associated
with the precise definition of the model. One gets then

A — A
f1 ? loop quantum % (15)
gravity p

More precisely, in loop quantum gravity, one counts number of microscopic states of the spacetime geometry containing
a black horizon of a fixed macroscopic area. Such number is finite and its finiteness is directly related to the fact that
the underlying theory predicts a fundamental granular structure where spacetime emerges from the contributions of
fundamental geometric building blocks. Under such circumstances, the macroscopic constraint that the horizon area
must be A cuts off the number of available combinations *.

This should happen, generically, if the smooth spacetime geometry and the smooth fields of general relativity
emerge from a more fundamental Planckian physics, which is discrete at the most basic level. Loop quantum gravity
[33, 34] and causal set theory [35] are examples of mathematical models where this idea is partially realized. In such
approaches, smooth fields and smooth geometry are expected to arise only as effective description of the collective
behaviour of microscopic building blocks under suitable circumstances.

2. A key hypothesis about quantum gravity

Even though the goal expressed in the previous paragraph remains an open problem at the moment, a feature
that appears to be common to approaches of this type is that the data encoded in a classical solution—a smooth

9 It is important to point out that, despite the insightful value of these results, the meaning and computation of black hole entropy in
loop quantum gravity remains open to an important extent. The main limitation of these calculations is the lack of sufficient control in
the description of the physical states in the Hilbert space of quantum gravity corresponding to a given macroscopic black hole including
all the degrees of freedom expected to play a role.
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geometry solving Einstein’s equations with smooth fields defined on it, and satisfying suitable field equations—would
not identify uniquely a microscopic state in the fundamental quantum theory. More precisely, it seems clear that the
presence of a non trivial microscopic structure implies the existence of new microscopic degrees of freedom with no
smooth effective field theory description. For instance, the quantum state representing flat spacetime with matter in
the Minkowski vacuum is to arise from the suitable superposition of fundamental building blocks of Planck size where
the microscopic arrangement of individual pieces is not completely fixed by the macroscopic flatness requirement.
In particular, what I am emphasizing here is the possibility that, in such theories, what one would loosely call the
‘ground state’ would be, in contrast with the quantum field theoretic intuition, highly degenerate. Such fundamental
degeneracy is precisely the source of black hole entropy in the counting that leads to (15) in loop quantum gravity,
where a single classical black hole corresponds in the quantum theory to a large multiplicity of microscopic states.
For reasons that will become clearer as I develop my argument, such degeneracy must also play a central role in the
discussion of unitarity in black hole evaporation.

Unfortunately, the status of loop quantum gravity (and to my knowledge, the status of any other approach to
quantum gravity) does not allow for a detailed dynamical analysis of the black hole formation and evaporation
process. However, the consideration of the question from the loop quantum gravity perspective suggests a natural
scenario where the question of the fate of information takes a new form. In order to be as concrete as possible, I will
write a series of formal equations whose purpose is to illustrate an idea more than being quantitatively correct or
predictive. These equations are to be taken with a grain of salt in the sense that, in some situations, they are, strictly
speaking, incorrect (like, for instance, when I will represent the final state of the Hawking radiation after evaporation
as a thermal state at a given temperature, disregarding the fact that temperature of the emitted radiation changes as
the black hole shrinks), or, in other cases, they express some expected property of quantum gravity realized (by the
concrete mathematical translation) necessarily in a rigid manner; a manner that must be considered (if the message
is communicated as I expect it) with the necessary indulgence and flexibility of a concept that can only be realized
precisely if the missing formalism of quantum gravity was available. Along these lines, I assume, for instance, that
the Hilbert space of quantum gravity is the tensor product of the quantum geometry Hilbert space times the matter
Hilbert space, namely

H = %eo @ Hnatter- (16)

This assumption is probably wrong at the fundamental level where it is not unreasonable to imagine that the correct
description could be embodied in a sort of unified structure from which both matter and geometry emerge at low
energies. However, here I make this choice just in order to simplify the argumentation and the notation in formal
equations. As suggested by the structure of loop quantum gravity, there are infinitely many quantum geometry states
corresponding to a single classical solution differing in degrees of freedom at the Planck scale to which smooth field
observables are not sensitive. Such degrees of freedom could be pictured as defects in the Planckian fabric of quantum
gravity to which one is simply not sensitive when using the coarse low energy probes of macroscopic agents (like
the molecular structure that escapes the smooth characterization of the Navier-Stokes effective theory of fluids). For
instance, when it comes to flat Minkowski spacetime, we assume that the different quantum geometry states, which
are seen as flat Minkowski states, are members of a (for simplicity assumed to be) countable set, so that we can write
them as

‘ﬂat,n> S %co, (17)

where the label n € N. For each such quantum geometry state there is a corresponding matter state (vacuum state)
of the matter |0,n) € Hnatter- The states |¥q,) = |flat,n) ® |0,n) are physical states solving all the dynamical
equations of quantum gravity (all the constraints in the canonical language). These states are vacuum states with
not wavelike matter excitation (no infrared photons or gravitons) and labelled ‘flat’ as for all n € N they satisfy

Mapu|flat, n) & |0, n) = 0, (18)
where ]\/IADM is the ADM mas or ADM Hamiltonian equation. The states
[Po,) = |flat,n) @ |0, n) (19)

represent the degenerate ‘vacua’ of quantum gravity.

Motivation for the existence of a large number of states satisfying the low curvature requirement embodied in
equation (18) comes from experience in loop quantum gravity, where the theoretical framework offers concrete insights
of its validity in various ways. The first indication comes directly from the study of the nature of quantum gravitational
degrees of freedom at the Planck scale (quantum geometry), where, due to the discrete structure of quantum states,
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there are new degrees of freedom at the Planck scale with no fields theoretic semiclassical analog. More indications
arise from the analysis of symmetry reduced models where their simplicity allows for rigorously proving the analog
of (18). In the first case, one observes that, due to their singular nature, these Planckian degrees of freedom are
to be pictured as defects in the fabric of geometry rather than propagating excitations. A possible candidate for
such Planckian microscopic degree of freedom is the one captured (in loop quantum gravity) by the degeneracy of
the volume eigenstates where each volume eigenvalue (defining an elementary volume of quantum space) is doubly
degenerate producing a g-bit of degeneracy for each such building block from which continuous geometry is to be
built. Another feature suggesting the existence of these hidden defect-like degrees of freedom comes from the study of
the spectrum of the area in loop quantum gravity. Such underlying degeneracy of coarse grained geometry advocated
in (18) actually plays a key role in the computation of black hole entropy. Here, a single classical isolated horizon
labelled by its macroscopic classical area admits a number N of microscopic eigenstates of the area A with eigenvalues
a in the microscopic range a=+(2 grows exponentially with a as exp(na/¢,) (28, 29] and references therein). Now, such
abundance of microscopic states cannot be associated to degrees of freedom with a classical interpretation. Indeed,
the isolated horizon phase space eliminates, by the very definition of the boundary condition defining the system, the
possibility of local excitations on the horizon by definition [36]. Thus, these new degrees of freedom are like quantum
features for these black holes, a single macroscopic black hole corresponds to any of these huge number of microstates
differing by ultralocal details (defects) and not by wavy modes like gravitons in the perturbative regime.

Additional motivation that resonates with the previous example comes from the analysis of certain mini-superspace
models. Indeed, the exact analog of equation (18) arises in the case of symmetry reduced models for quantum
cosmology and black holes where the infinitely many degrees of freedom of quantum gravity are reduced to finitely
many via symmetry assumptions. Despite the simplicity of these models—which are toy models based on the same
type of representation of the algebra of observables, as in the full theory of loop quantum gravity, is taken to underlie
the definition of the quantum theory—one finds two remarkable properties which cannot be separated from each other:
On the one hand, the structure of the Hilbert space is such that the big-bang singularity (or the interior singularity in
the case of black holes) is resolved with a notion of quantum dynamics that is well defined across a quantum gravity
region as in Figure 5, while, on the other hand, the loop quantization produces a drastically larger Hilbert space that
includes new hidden degrees of freedom with no low energy interpretation. In the case of cosmology, this implies,
for instance that the solutions of the Hamiltonian constraint are infinitely degenerate. As there is no well defined
notion of energy in cosmology, one cannot write the analog of (18). However, there is a perfectly well defined notion
of energy in a closely related formulation, known as unimodular gravity [37-40], which is simply given by a conserved
quantity playing the role of the cosmological constant. It is easy to see that in the singularity avoiding quantization
mentioned above [41, 42] the eigenstates of the cosmological constant are infinitely degenerate in the spirit of (18).
The ADM mass can be loop-quantized in the case of spherically symmetric models of black holes and show that it is,
indeed, infinitely degenerate with a degeneracy space labelled by quantum numbers with no classical correspondence:
microscopic defects.

Finally, I must admit that the previous are facts in the context of models describing black holes or cosmology in loop
quantum gravity. At present, one cannot be certain that the property that I formally postulate in (18) is a feature
of the correct quantum gravity description of black holes. This is why the previous are only indications motivating
a perspective. One should be aware of the risks associated with overemphasizing insights produced only by simple
models in the context of a theory for which the precise mathematical way the continuum limit arises remains unclear.
The reader (as I do) must bear this caveat in mind.

My first task in the discussion of black hole formation and evaporation process is to express the form of the initial
state. As in Daniel’s case, I will assume that the background spacetime is basically flat in the far past. I will also
assume that the initial state is a tensor product state of the geometry and matter degrees of freedom. This assumption
is certainly not necessary (see [31] for more details). However, as the main ideas are not affected by it, we make it in
order to simplify the notation. Nevertheless, as we will discuss later, such assumption is an extreme idealization of
the fact that the initial state must be special and ‘low entropy’ in a sense. Finally, without lost of generality, we can
assume that the initial quantum geometry state is given by |flat,0) in the decomposition of (18), as we can always
define the basis of macroscopically-equivalent vacua in order to satisfy this requirement. With all this we can write!°
. Information in that case is degraded (as my scenario implies) in accordance with the cartoon of Figure 10.

|Winitial) = flat,0) @ C(f)|Oim,0) (20)
~——— (g

quantum geometry matter fields

10 Here we note that, as there are hidden variables for macroscopic observers, it is also (in practice) natural to think of the initial state as
a density matrix ( of the proper kind, and thus, understood as reflecting epistemic features)
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representing an initial geometry well approximated by a low curvature (zero curvature) background |flat,0) , with

matter encoded in the state C (f) |Oin, 0) representing an initially diluted semiclassical matter distribution with profile
f (that will eventually collapse to form the black hole), here denoted by the action of the coherent-state operator

C(f) acting on the vacuum compatible with the quantum geometry state. This is a very special state and reality
need not be described exactly by such a simple product state, but we must keep in mind that gravitational collapse
is expected to be a highly time asymmetric process where the past is extremely special (and low entropy) [? ]. The
very special nature of the past embodied in such initial condition captures a central physical feature of the system
(we admit) in a highly idealized manner.

The spacetime history of black hole formation and evaporation is well represented by Penrose’s cartoon of irre-
versibility reproduced in Figure 10. Before the formation of a black hole, the story of our system exploring larger and
larger portions of the available phase space is the usual and standard one involving, mostly, the non gravitational
degrees of freedom in the semiclassical cloud f, its self interactions, and those with gravity (producing gravitational
waves and matter radiation and the microscopic details of the evolution of the cloud becoming a star that eventually
will collapse). The same tale that we apply to the phenomenological description of systems involving many degrees of
freedom like molecules, atoms, and fundamental particles. A key point of my perspective is that the (well motivated
yet here postulated) existence of the underlying microscopic Planckian granularity necessarily implies that the story
continues along very similar general lines after the black hole forms and evaporates, as far as the fate of information
is concerned.

What changes in the later phase of black hole formation and evaporation is that, as the singularity forms inside the
collapsing body, a new and huge new portion of phase space becomes available for the relevant degrees of freedom to
be explored (as when the bottle breaks and the evaporation of the perfume inside, forbidden so far, can finally take
place). The description of gravitational collapse and the formation of what we classically call a singularity, must be
followed by al characterization of what takes place beyond the event horizon reaching the end of what is susceptible of
a classical description (this is of course not a singularity, but rather a quantum gravity region across which dynamics
ought to remain well defined in the appropriate fundamental description). The singularity is a quantum gravity
region where tidal effects and densities become Planckian, bringing the system in contact with the Planck scale
and its microscopic degrees of freedom (like the lighter setting a newspaper on fire in our emblematic introductory
example). The gravitational collapse ignites interactions with the Planckian regime inside the black hole horizon that
cannot be ignored in seeking a unitary description of black hole formation and evaporation.

8. Quantum dynamics near the singularity is central for the discussion of the information issue

In order to understand the fate of information in black hole evaporation, one must take into account the existence
of such Planckian degrees of freedom. This is fairly obvious for the degrees of freedom of the initially diluted
semiclassical cloud becoming later a collapsing star that evolves right into the quantum gravity region where general
relativity predicts a singularity. However, this is also true for the dynamics of the vacuum |0;,,0), which involves
(via the interaction with the low curvature gravitational field) the Hawking pairs and the Hawking radiation emitted
to #T. Black hole evaporation implies that the energy content in the initial cloud has to be somehow annihilated
by the back reaction of the Hawking radiation. The local characterization of this process requires a full quantum
gravitational treatment, as well as the interaction between the matter forming the black hole and the Hawking particle
can only take place inside the quantum gravity region. This is clear from the fact that the gravitational collapse is a
fast process where the matter sources reach the singularity in time scales of the order of the initial black hole mass
My, while Hawking radiation is a slow process with characteristic times of the order of M. This is also apparent
from the causal structure represented in Figure 3. Non local aspects of quantum field theory should not be neglected.
For instance, one can check that vacuum polarization contributions to (T,;) produce ‘negative energy densities’ (as
measured by observers falling with the collapsing matter) close to where the sources hit the singularity [43]. However,
these effects are all important close to the singularity where quantum field theory on curved spacetimes cannot be
trusted. A full quantum gravity description of such high curvature regime is mandatory.

Focusing on the Hawking radiation, there are two aspects that are central for our discussion, that are well established
from semiclassical physics: on the one hand Hawking radiation is produced by the particle creation generated via the
interaction of the matter fields with the curved spacetime background, on the other hand, it is the back reaction of this
radiation that is responsible for the evolution of the black hole geometry and its eventual evaporation. We know, from
the general theory of particle production by the gravitational field that particles are produced in maximally entangled
pairs (see for instance [30]). In the present particular case, this implies that for each outgoing Hawking particle
emitted as Hawking radiation to £+ there is an outgoing particle falling into the singularity which is maximally
entangled with its Hawking partner. Moreover, even when it takes an infinite affine parameter flight for the Hawking
particle to reach £, the inside partner hits the singularity after a finite change of the affine parameter. Therefore,
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any question about unitarity—which precisely concerns the fate of the entanglement between these two particles—
necessarily involves a quantum gravity description of the dynamics inside the quantum gravity region. Once more,
we conclude that the question of unitarity is a strong quantum gravity question !!.

It is possible to argue that the Hawking particles falling into the singularity must interact strongly with the
microscopic Planckian structure of the spacetime as they become infinitely blue shifted during their evolution toward
the singularity. In order to do this, we consider one of these particles and neglect the back reaction of the Hawking
radiation—recall that, as mentioned in the previous paragraph, the trip of the Partner hitting the singularity is very
short—and describe the particle as propagating in the black hole geometry freely along a geodesic. For simplicity,
we consider a massless particle (like a photon or a graviton) and simplify the discussion further by assuming a
Schwarzschild background. If k% denotes the four momentum of the particle, then the symmetries of the background
imply the conservation of the angular momentum ¢ = k%, and the Killing energy F = k%€, , where ¥® and &*
are the rotational and stationarity Killing fields of Schwarzschild. One can object that these are only approximately
conserved quantities as the black hole is actually evaporating, so that the previous are only approximate symmetries.
However, as mentioned before, for macroscopic black holes the time scales of evaporation are enormously longer than
the dynamical scales involved in the particle fall. Thus, this approximation should be accurate for sufficiently massive
black holes. Now, it is easy to use the previous constants of motion in order to calculate the frequency measured
by a radially freely falling observer toward the singularity (for instance, those that are normal to the r =constant
hypersurfaces). The result is

2 r

7,.2

The divergence approaching » = 0 would be the same for any regular observers measuring w. The key point here
is that the Hawking spectrum contains particles with non vanishing ¢ [44]. Thus, the frequency of such particles is
infinitely blue-shifted as observed by the local freely falling observers (this is to be expected from angular momentum
conservation and the fact that the length of the orbits of ¥ are shrinking to zero), as well as by any other observer
related to it via a finite Lorentz transformation. Only exactly spherically symmetric modes with £ = 0 would become
IR at the singularity. However, even this last conclusion is not expected to be significative, if the black hole rotates
or if we consider that, at the fundamental level, background geometries with exact spherical symmetry inside the
black hole are of measure zero. Thus, the partners falling into the black hole develop Planckian wave-lengths close to
the quantum gravity region and quantum gravitational interactions between the Hawking particle and the Planckian
microscopic structure cannot be avoided.

A clear indication that the back reaction of the background to the presence of Hawking radiation becomes non-
negligible near the singularity—independently of how semiclassical the blackhole might look from the outside—comes
from the behaviour of the renormalized expectation value of the energy-momentum tensor in the quantum state
of matter associated to the Hawking radiation. This can be analytically computed in an effective 2d model if one
concentrates on ¢ = 0 modes and neglects backscattering [45]. The result is that energy densities and pressure
contributions from the quantum state diverge as one approaches the singularity as r — 0. Such divergences are not
a consequence of the approximations used and are known to be present in the 4d case even though it is not possible
to give analytic expressions for it. This divergence in the source of the semiclassical gravity description implies that
a full quantum gravitational treatment is necessary.

Note that, despite appearances, the previous discussion of wavelengths and scales of particles is indeed a Lorentz
invariant discussion. The concrete quantitative expression (21) was obtained by using freely falling radial observers
which are the preferred (at rest with the black hole) observers in the interior of a Schwarzschild black hole. Even
when this quantitative expression will change by changing the observers, the important fact is not the dependence
of w with r, but simply the observer independent statement that w will diverge for any arbitrary observer (with the
exception of the singular non-significant case of an infinitely boosted observer in the outer direction). This is why the
insights drawn from the present discussion are reliable as they do not violate the expected general covariance of the
fundamental theory.

11 There are a series of analysis in the literature of the question of information that systematically avoid dynamical considerations near the
singularity. For the reasons evoked so far, such discussions cannot offer, in my view, any serious resolution of the apparent paradoxes
involved. We will discuss this important point further in Section IV 8.
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4. The concrete scenario

With all this preliminary discussion presented, we are now ready to describe the scenario that I proposed in [43]. As
mentioned at the beginning of Section IIF, when describing the analogy with hydrodynamics of ships with bulbous
bows, the most reliable description of the black hole formation and evaporation is understood from the perspective
of observers at infinity. This is why the Penrose diagram of Figure 9 will be the framework of the present discussion.
The first assumption is that there is well defined evolution across the quantum region inside the black hole so that
we can represent the situation as in Figure 9 [46-48]. In such a context, a ‘scattering theory’ representation (where
an in-state evolves into an out-state) is possible even though the result (as we will argue) cannot be translated
into the language of effective quantum field theory. A maximally entangled Hawking pair (a,b) is created via the
interaction of the gravitational field and the vacuum (see Figure 6). Particle b goes out to .#* as Hawking radiation
carrying positive Killing energy. The entangled partner a falls into the singularity with negative Killing energy
and (assuming conservation of energy at infinity) reduces the Bondi mass of the black hole in an interaction whose
precise local nature can only be understood in a full quantum gravity dynamical calculation. Conservation of energy
at £t implies, however, that, as a consequence of this interaction, the particle a ‘annihilates a part of the mass’
contributed by the (matter) source responsible for the formation of the black hole (the initial cloud f in (20)).
The maximal entanglement between the pair (a,b) cannot be maintained because of the very generic property of
entanglement known as monogamy. More precisely, as a consequence of the quantum gravity interaction between
a and the Planckian degrees of freedom in the quantum gravity region (made unavoidable by the infinite blue shift
previously described near the would-be-singularity), and monogamy of entanglement, the latter must be transferred to
the microscopic degrees of freedom. In a theory where the property (18) and conservation of energy at .#+ hold, there
is only about one Planck mass available at the end of the evaporation process. This implies that the entanglement
must be transferred to extremely low energy excitations. Now, due to the overwhelming abundance of ‘defect-like’
degrees of freedom at the Planck scale, it is entropically clear that these correlations must be transferred to the
defects that (according to (18) and the discussion that motivates it) define the Planckian microscopic degeneracy of
the vacuum.

l

Figure 6. A maximally entangled Hawking pair (a,b) is created via the interaction of the gravitational field and the vacuum.
Interactions in the quantum gravity region transfer the quantum entanglement between a and b to entanglement between
a Planckian defect @ and b. The defect a emerges to the future of the quantum region into a macroscopically flat vacuum
environment. This transfer is granted by monogamy of entanglement while the energy-less nature of the final degree of freedom
is a consequence of the quantum gravity infinite degeneracy of the flat vacuum. The picture on the left shows the process in
a conformal representation where light rays are at w/4 radians. The right picture is a representation of the process where the
area of the black hole horizon is more faithfully represented.

Let me try to illustrate the previous argument in terms of a few formal equations. First recall the structure of
the Minkowski vacuum state |0) of a quantum field when written in terms of the modes corresponding to Rindler
accelerated observers with their intrinsic positive frequency notion, namely

|O> = H (Z exp (_n%) |’I’L, k)R ® |’I’L, k>L> ) (22)
k n

where |n, k), and |n, k) define the particle modes—as viewed by an accelerated observer with uniform acceleration
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a—on the left and the right of the Rindler wedge with n particles in the mode with wave number k [9]. Here, we see,
from the form of the previous expansion, that, even when we are dealing with a pure state (if we define the density
matrix |0) (0]), the reduced density obtained by tracing over one of the two wedges would produce a thermal state
with T' = a/(27).

Building on the analogy with the previous expression, the statement in the perspective we propose on the purification
of information in BH evaporation can we schematically represented (the following is certainly not a precise equation)
by

W) = Ultiat 0) @ C(F) 00,0) = [] (Z exp (=G ) ot o] |oout,n>> , (23)

k

where the unitary evolution operator U acts on the initial state (20) (for instance, defined on X of Figure 3), the
|k, n) = a;rf |Oout, ) denotes a Hawking particle on the out-vacuum |Opyt, 7) compatible with the flat quantum geometry
state |flat,n). The final state on the right is a pure state where the initial correlations between Hawking partners
(which are basically vacuum quantum field theoretic correlations in |0y, 0)) have been transferred to correlations
between the Hawking quanta |k, n) and the many quantum flat geometries |flat,n) (this final state can be assumed
to reflect the state on ¥y in Figure 3). At the end of the evaporation, there are no localized remnant hiding the huge
degeneracy inside; there is only a large superposition of states that are inequivalent in the fundamental quantum
gravity Hilbert space, but seem all the same for low energy agents (see cartoon representation of Figure 9). Such
degrees of freedom cannot be captured by any effective description in terms of smooth fields (EQFT) for the simple
reason that they are discrete in their fundamental nature.

>/
) - Planckian defects :
entangled with-the rest after big-bang.

Big-Bang
ould-be-singularity

Planckian defects
uncorrelated initially

by

Figure 7. Diagram illustrating (effectively) the natural scenario, suggested by the fundamental features of LQG, for the
resolution of the information puzzle in black hole evaporation [43]. As in Figure 9, one should keep in mind the limitations
of such spacetime representation of a process that is fundamentally quantum, and, hence, only understandable in terms of
superpositions of different spacetime geometries.

It is important to reiterate a key (and possibly not so intuitive) feature of the degrees of freedom with which the
Hawking radiation is entangled. This is the fact that they carry nearly zero or exactly zero energy as required by the
statement in equation (18). However, they cannot be thought of as low energy particle like excitations that would
consequently be associated with very long wave lengths. These are ‘exotic’ degrees of freedom from the perspective
of effective field theories (as emphasized before, they do not admit a characterization in such terms) that do not
satisfy the usual Einstein-Planck relationship F = hw with some wavelength A ~ 1/E. 2 They are described as
Planckian defects, nevertheless, they do not carry Planckian energy. The point is that such relationship only applies

12 This is not so exotic after all if we thing of the familiar case of a non relativistic charged particle in a two dimensional infinite
perfect conductor in a uniform magnetic field normal to the conducting plane. The energy eigenvalues are given by the Landau levels
E, = hwp(n + 1/2) where wp = ¢B/(mc) is the Bohr magneton frequency, but they are infinitely degenerate. There are canonically
conjugated variables (P, Q) associated to the particle that are cyclic, i.e., do not appear in the Hamiltonian. In this case, one can
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under suitable conditions which happen to be met in many cases but need not be always valid. One case is the one
of degrees of freedom that can be thought of as waves moving on a preexistent spacetime. This is the case of particle
excitations in the Fock space of quantum field theory, or effective quantum field theories which are defined in terms of
a preexistent spacetime geometry. There is no clear meaning to the above intuitions in the full quantum gravity realm
where the present discussion is framed. Indeed, the defects that we invoke appear when a background geometry is
built from elementary Planckian units, the degeneracy postulated in the construction of a flat background reveals the
existence of degrees of freedom with no weight. Even when such relations (linked to the usual uncertainty principle
of quantum mechanics) should hold in a suitable sense for suitable emerging degrees of freedom, there is convincing
evidence in approaches to quantum gravity like loop quantum gravity that this is not the case for all the degrees of
freedom involved.

At the present stage of development of different approaches to quantum gravity, it is impossible to test the scenario
that I propose in a fully realistic gravitational collapse situation. However, one can actually show that the key
ingredients that are needed are actually realized in existing models. We have mentioned the great degeneracy of
microscopic states compatible with a single macroscopic black hole geometry in the black hole entropy accounts based
on the isolated horizon boundary condition (see [16] and references therein), and the fact that a similar degeneracy of
micro-states is also present in symmetry reduced models of black holes and cosmology [50]. In the later case, one can
show that the dynamical decoherence process evoked above actually takes place during evolution across the would-be-
singularity: low energy macroscopic degrees of freedom interact in the quantum gravity region with the microscopic
‘defect-like’ degrees of freedom. As in the context of the previous general discussion, one must start with an initial
state suitably chosen so that macroscopic features are not entangled with the microscopic defects. Quantitatively,
one choses a ‘special’ initial state so that the entanglement entropy—defined by the Von Neumann entropy of the
reduced density matrix where one traces over the defects—is zero. Then, one shows that, generically (independently
of the initial state and of the matter couplings involved), entanglement with the microscopic degrees of freedom is
established when evolving across the big-bang quantum region and the entanglement entropy grows: if we declare
the macroscopic observers not to be sensitive to the microscopic defects, then pure states evolve into mixed states
for them. If all the degrees of freedom are taken into account, evolution remains unitary across the quantum gravity
region.

One can generalize this to the spherically symmetric and stationary black hole models of the type considered in the
loop quantum gravity [51]. These models share with the cosmological ones the existence of the microscopic degrees
of freedom and (even when they do not include black hole evaporation) they allow for the consideration of Hawking
radiation of a test field making the analogy with the real physical case clearer. At the technical level, the situation
is very much like the cosmological case due to the fact that for, such black hole models, the interior is isomorphic
to a homogeneous (but not isotropic) cosmological model also called a Kantowski-Sachs model. Even when the
homogeneity is broken by the matter falling into the black hole the model is still useful as an approximation. This
is so if we concentrate on the spherically symmetric Hawking partner a which can be physically approximated by a
stationary matter contribution (compatible with the homogeneity assumption) due to the infinite redshift behaviour
of the £ = 0 modes captured by (21). Thus, the quantum dynamics of both the geometry, as well as the falling partner
a, can be suitably represented by the existent Kantowski-Sachs models. Monogamy of entanglement, as well as a non
trivial quantum interaction between a and the microscopic degrees of freedom in the quantum gravity region, imply
the type of decoherence that is at the heart of my scenario.

5. The future of the quantum gravity region

Assuming that the defects evoked in the previous discussion are associated to a microscopic geometric quantity,
one could hope to be able to estimate the spacetime region that would be necessary to carry enough bits to purify
the Hawking radiation. Arguments of this type cannot be taken too literally, as the only clear geometric picture must
come from a detailed dynamical description using a fully developed quantum gravity framework.

Lacking a clear fundamental account, one could aim at an heuristic estimate based, for example, on the consideration
of the volume quantum numbers and their 2-fold degeneracy in loop quantum gravity as candidates for the defect

produce wave packets that are as ‘localized’ as wanted in the variable Q without changing the energy of the system. Interestingly,
this is a perfect example of a system where one could have an apparent loss of information of the type we are proposing here (for a
more realistic analog gravity model discussing the information paradox along the lines of the present scenario see [49]). If one scatters
a second particle interacting softly with the charged particle on the plate so that the interaction does not produce a jump between
different Landau levels, then correlations with the cyclic variables would be established without changing the energy of the system. This
is the perfect model to illustrate the possibility of decoherence without dissipation.
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degrees of freedom. In such case, we can obtain some geometric information about the transition from the past of
the quantum gravity region—as characterized in a time slice ¥ (Figure 8) to its future in the region where the black
hole has already evaporated—. In such future region, the quantum gravity region becomes ‘visible’ to future exterior
observers, and represents, from the classical perspective, a sort of ‘naked’ singularity. How big needs this ‘naked’
singularity region be as measured on a time slice ¥/ (Figure 8) just at the time where spacetime geometry becomes
applicable again? In order to give a tentative answer to this question, we first notice that the volume of the shaded
region, as measured in the past slice ¥ in Figure 8, depends on the details of the evaporation process and on quantum
gravity effects in the non-semiclassical regime. Nevertheless, dimensional analysis alone—combined with the physical
input that this volume should diverge in the i — 0 limit (classical limit)—implies that, in the large mass (initial
mass) My regime, it should go like

V() o< Mg (Mo /), (24)

where the missing proportionality constant, and o > 0 depend on the interior dynamics (e.g. @ = 5/2 when modeling
the evaporation process with an advanced Vaidya metric [43]). We can now estimate the scaling of the volume of the
shaded region in the flat hypersurface ¥/ by requiring that there are at least as many volume ‘bits’ as necessary to
purify the radiation emitted during the Hawking evaporation process. For a ‘simple’ black hole—one formed quickly
and let alone and isolated during the whole evaporation process—the equality (6) holds, and thus the number is given
by the initial BH entropy A(My)/(4¢2), where A(My) is the area of the BH at retarded time ug (see Figure 8). From
this one gets

V(Y') o £, My (25)

From which a characteristic size L = V(X/)'/3 ~ 10~ (My/Mg)?/?m of the naked would-be-singularity follows. For
a BH with My = 10'%g (e.g. primordial BHs completing evaporation at present) this gives a size of about 1072(; 5 ¢
where ¢ ¢ is the shortest scale to which the large hadron collider is sensitive today. The life time 7 = ug — uy of
the naked region as measured from #+ would be of the same order in geometric units. So, even when the would-be-
singularity region is macroscopic in comparison to the fundamental Planck scale, the size of the naked event can be
quite small in cosmological or even particle physics scales. Thus, the final quantum gravity event where purification
takes place could be a very small, and very short process. The previous estimate of the size of the quantum region
assumed the black hole to have a simple formation history. The extent of this region is unbounded in our prescription
and will depend on that history (of course this is not surprising in a theory where information is not destroyed).

Y <

Figure 8. A qualitative representation of the Riemannian geometry of ¥ and ¥’ of Fig ??. The shaded regions are those
‘touching’ the quantum region.

6. Vacuum-geometry state ‘ages’ when black holes evaporate (the irreversibility of the evaporating process)

When considering the final pure state |Ugy,,1) as given in (23), one can define the pure density matrix

Pinal = |¥anal) (Pfinall
= U [Winitia1) (Winitiar| UT, (26)

which is simply the unitary evolution of the initial density matrix constructed from |Winitia) defined in (20). If

one defines the reduced density matrix by tracing out the defect degrees of freedom in the geometry, one finds

pfﬁi‘fced(matter) is the mixed state representing the Hawking radiation when one ignores the geometry purifying
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excitations (which is a natural thing to do for low energy observers). The Von Newman entropy S(picduced (matter))
represents the (thermal) entropy of the Hawking radiation satisfying the generalized second law (7).

Alternatively, starting from the final pure state pgnal, one can trace out the matter degrees of freedom and obtain
pgﬁlda‘fwd(ﬁat). The physical justification for this is also natural: late observers at ™ living in retarded time u > uq
might not even be aware of the previous existence and evaporation of a black hole. They are not sensitive to the
Hawking particles emitted before they even learned about doing ph(}ifsicg. The physics of their interest will be well

reducet

described by either the pure density matrix pana; or the mixed one pi0i°“ (flat), the entropy of which is (by the purity
of the original state)

S(pimai“ (flat)) = S(piai (matter)). (27)

From their perspective, and assuming they have access to the fundamental degrees of freedom, the geometry state
representing flat spacetime is mixed and contains (due to the previous history that involved the evaporation of a black
hole) a certain entropy. From this, one concludes that, as black holes form and evaporate in our universe, the state
of spacetime grows old with a measure of its age given by the value of entropy (27).

7. On the relation with traditional remnant scenarios

One possibility is to assume that such purifying degrees of freedom are particle excitations coming from what is left
of the BH (a remnant). Now, given that these particles must be extremely infrared as only E,,. =~ m,, is available for
purification, then a simple estimate of the time (denoted 7,) that the process would have to last if this is the main
channel for purification yields 7, ~ (M/m,)*. This is the scenario of an extremely long lasting point-particle-like
remnant with a huge internal degeneracy which is sometime claimed to be problematic from the point of view of
effective quantum field theory due to the apparent large probability for pair production that this objects would have.
Although, for reasons related to the following subsection it is by no means clear to me why the correct effective field
theoretical description would actually lead to such inconsistencies (for a standard account of this problem see [52] and
references therein). Of course, such problems with large production probability rates arise only of one assumes that
it is legal to treat the remnant as a point particle in effective field theory. This assumption seems of questionable
validity from the features of the black hole internal geometry evoked before: if remnants exist they would enclose a
huge internal extension with a non-trivial probably non-classical geometry inside.

Nevertheless, I would like to emphasize that the scenario that I am describing here is not that of a traditional
remnant. The purifying degrees of freedom are not localized within a single point-like object, but rather scattered
to the future of the quantum gravity region in the microscopic structure of the final state. These degrees of freedom
escape the description in terms of effective field theory, they carry information but (close to) zero energy—recall
(18)—their existence is expected in loop quantum gravity (in particular), as well as in any approach to quantum
gravity where low energy spacetime geometry and fields arise from the collective contribution of Planckian granular
structures. The purifying action of such defects corresponds to a concrete quantum gravity realization of decoherence
with negligible dissipation [53].

8. Black holes might be able to hide an unbounded amount of information

A point that should be explicit already in the previous presentation of my picture is that, according to it, black hole
entropy (that we see as the UV contribution of entanglement entropy as discussed in Section IV 1) is not a measure
of the number of internal degrees of freedom of black holes. Indeed, as these degrees of freedom are correlated with
the Hawking radiation outside, and the later can be arbitrarily large depending on the past history of the given black
hole, they are necessarily unbounded in the fundamental theory. This is perfectly consistent with the semiclassical
description as arbitrarily old black holes with a long history (like the emblematic example of the black hole fed from
the outside to compensate for its evaporation an arbitrarily long time) hide behind their horizon an arbitrarily large
volume Cauchy surface '3. The popular intuition that black hole entropy is a measure of the number of internal states
is simply not correct in our description 4. Even when this might be a good intuition for composite non-relativistic
systems the intuition does not hold in the context of strongly gravitating systems. This is a point of strong conflict
with certain naive formulations of the so-called holographic principle.

13 For explicit analyses that formalize this point see for instance [54].
14 In relation of the discussion of the previous section, note that these internal degrees of freedom remain causally disconnected from
outside observers prior to retarded time ug in Figure 2, where we assume that the black hole stops evaporating by leaving behind a
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Figure 9. Left panel: Penrose diagram illustrating (effectively) the natural scenario, suggested by the fundamental features
of LQG, for the resolution of the information puzzle in black hole evaporation [43]. The shaded region represents the would-
be-singularity where high fluctuations in geometry and fields are present and where the low energy degrees of freedom of the
Hawking pairs are forced to interact with the fundamental Planckian degrees of freedom. Right panel: Same situation as a
scattering process from an initial to a final Cauchy hypesurface. This figure contains basically the same information as the
Penrose diagram. Its additional merit, if any, is the more intuitive representation of the shrinking black hole, as well as the
time scales involved (collapse time is very short with respect to the evaporation time). Both these features are absent in the
conformal representation on the left. There are limitations of such a spacetime representation of a process that is fundamentally
quantum and, hence, only understandable in terms of superpositions of different spacetime geometries.

V. DANIEL’S PERSPECTIVE
A. Breakdown of unitarity

I should start by clarifying that the perspective I will discuss here has been developed though the years with several
colleagues, in works which will be citing throughout the discussion.

In this section, we will be concerned with the option of negating the 7-th premise. In fact, such possibility was
considered ever since Hawking ’s discovery (starting with Hawking himself), but apparently rapidly dismissed by him.
Early analysis of the possibility by [55] indicated that evolution from pure states to mixed states would give rise to
unacceptable violations of either causality or energy-momentum conservation, not only in the context of black hole
evaporation, but also in ordinary laboratory situations. Those arguments were then revisited in [56] and shown to be
overstated.

Recent detailed studies indicate that models which effectively incorporate that feature do not only offer a simple
path for diffusing the black hole information puzzle[2, 57-61], but also provide tools with the potential to solve a
number of open problems in theoretical physics, ranging from the emergence of the seeds of cosmic structure out
of filed uncertainties in the inflationary epoch [62-72], accounting for the value of the cosmological constant [22-24]
dealing with the problem of time in quantum gravity [73, 74] resurrecting the possibility of Higgs inflation [75], or
addressing the so called Hy tension [25, 26]. It should be noted that the latest proposals regarding the cosmological
constant and the Hy tension have been framed in the context of an hypothetical QG granularity, or spacetime defects

stable (or very long lived) black hole remnant ( which might or not take the form of a ‘particle like’ object (as judged from the outside)
at the origin of the (almost) Minkowski part of the diagram for u > ug). The gravitational non-trivial nature of the structure of these
objects that, on the one hand, might seem particle-like from the asymptotic perspective, yet hide arbitrarily large universes with non
trivial geometric and causal features inside, suggests that these “defects” do not admit an effective field theory formulation, where for
instance, pairs can be created and destroyed from quantum fluctuations of a ‘vacuum state’ on a ‘flat background geometry’. In fact
it might well be that such “defects” can only be characterized as inherently delocalized, when one attempts to talk about them in the
standard language of space-time geometry, perhaps something analogous as what what occurs when talking about the entanglement in
a EPR-B setup.
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but, in my view, and, as argued in [76], those, and the collapse events of spontaneous collapse theories, might be, in
the ultimate instance, different manifestations of the same physics.

In fact, the idea of explicitly modifying quantum theory, replacing the unitary deterministic evolution provided by
Schrédinger’s equation, has its own independent history and is a highly active area of theoretical and experimental
research[77]. The so called spontaneous collapse theories are modifications of quantum mechanics that were designed
to deal with the conceptual problems faced by text book versions of quantum theory and specifically in order to
remove the measurement problem. The earliest, but slightly incomplete attempt appears to go all the way to [78].

The main complete versions include the original GRW one, [79], in which the collapses are discrete events involving
sudden stochastic changes in the quantum state of a system occurring spontaneously, i.e., without the need of anything
like an observer or a measurement device. The other one is CSL[11], a version of the theory in which the collapse
dynamics is incorporated directly into the continuous evolution through the use of a Weiner-like processes.

The proposal of relating these ideas to the black hole evaporation problem might be traced back to an article
by R. Penrose [80], who offered an argument based on the consideration of the possibility of black holes reaching
equilibrium with some thermal environment in a finite box. There he argues that the feasibility os such equilibrium
would require that, together with what he viewed as the many to one paths involving black hole formation and
subsequent evaporation, there should exist processes that might be characterized as involving many paths to one path,
and which he described as self-measurements or self observations, and which seem very close to what we today call
spontaneous collapses (see figure 10 bellow).

Figure 10. The phase space characterization of a black hole in thermal equilibrium with a thermal environment. Borrowed
from Penrose.

Recently, the proposal has been taken further arguing that the theory might account for the black hole information
puzzle, in particular the loss of unitary relation between the state of matter fields previous to the formation of a black
hole and that of the same matter fields after a complete evaporation of the black hole via the Hawking process. Here,
we will offer a brief review of the basic ideas behind the implementation of such account and argue, furthermore,
that once one accepts the loss of unitarity in the black hole evaporation, one is strongly compelled to accept that
non-unitary aspects in the evolution of quantum systems is a general occurrence that might be, in fact, what is codified
at the phenomenological level in theories such as GRW and CSL.

There are several issues that must be dealt with in describing a coherent and self consistent theory of this kind in all
detail, and what we have at the present is an ongoing process along the lines that we will sketch in the following. Some
of them will be made completely clear and transparent in the discussion, while others are still the subject of ongoing
research, and the program must deal with substantial and rather nontrivial technical and conceptual problems.

We will first argue that accepting information loss in the context of an evaporating black hole, together with a
quantum gravity outlook regarding the non-fundamentality of classical spacetime, leads one to the expectation of
information being lost in general. This kind of argument seems to have been considered already by S. Hawking at the
time of his discovery and taken up by others.

In other words, if unitary evolution at the fundamental level is not universally valid in nature, then it wold be unlikely
to be valid just when black holes are involved. So, if we take the view that it fails to hold in the context of a black hole
evaporation, then it would seem that such departure from unitary evolution must be rather generic aspect of nature
(although perhaps in a less important qualitative level than in those situations in which a black hole is involved).
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After all we know that quantum theory might be represented as a path integral, so that every physical process
receives contributions from all available evolutionary paths'®. In fact, those non-geometric excitations connected
with departures from deterministic unitary evolution can be expected to be even more generic than classical black
holes, as they need not evolve towards stationary stages, nor satisfy the laws of classical general relativity, since they
need not be “on shell” (just as ordinary QFT forces us to consider radiative, off shell, contributions, once non-trivial
interactions are involved) .

B. Relativistic collapse

Spontaneous collapse theories have been developed and studied for about four decades now [11, 79] in order to
deal with the conceptual difficulties that plague the textbook versions'® of quantum theory, and, in particular, the
measurement problem (see for instance [82-85]).

Most work has, so far, been focused on applications to laboratory situations aiming to set bounds on the theories’,
parameters, or to observe actual deviations from standard quantum theory.

In recent years various proposals for relativistic versions of that kind of theories have been put forward, at least in
schematic ways [86-88]. We will not discuss any of those proposals in much detail, but rather, we will consider what
we envision as a generic relativistic collapse model which might be applied to quantum field theory, and then briefly
explore their application to the black hole evaporation situation.

We will describe such — yet to be fully formulated— theory in terms of the interaction picture in which the quantum
state of matter |¥y) is assigned to a space-like hypersurface X, while the quantum fields carry the standard- non-
collapse part of the evolution. This might be expressed in the Tomonaga-Schwinger formal language as stating that
the change in the state corresponding to the hypersurfaces ¥ to the one corresponding to an hypersurface that has
been deformed infinitesimally to the future of ¥ in an arbitrary way. In the standard situations involving ordinary
interactions, the corresponding state changes according to

6| WUg) = AVHUI™ (2)|Wy), (28)

where Hiyt is the interaction Hamiltonian density. A similar kind of evolution, might be thought as represent the
spontaneous collapse dynamics, although with important differences, including the fact that the evolution is not
unitary, nd that contains stochastic elements.

Here, AV is the spacetime volume enclosed between ¥ and X' assuming that no point in X is to the future of X'
The covariance of the scheme, as in ordinary QFT, involves requiring [Hint (), Hint(y)] = 0 for spacelike separated
events z and y, thus, ensuring that the state corresponding to the evolving of the corresponding state as the associated
hypersurface "moves” across the points x and y is independent of the order in which this is done. This requirement
ensures, more generally, the foliation independence of the general - non infinitesimal- state development.

For simplicity, we will illustrate the basic ideas using a theory involving discrete collapses. The basic view is that,
when looked as a block, space-time will be sprinkled (in a manner to be precisely determined by the specific theory)
with spontaneous collapse events {x;}. Associated with each one of such collapse events tied to space-time point z;,
the state will undergo a discrete change (the details of which must also be specified by the collapse theory and the
actual physical situation). That is, when we consider the characterization of the system on the hypersurface ¥ as
it crosses the collapse event x, the state ceases to evolve according to Schréedinger’s equation, and the dynamics is
replaced by a discrete spontaneous change, that might be characterized by a sharply peaked contribution of compact

15 In the context of, say, an effective interacting quantum field theory, this is manifest in the fact that the amplitude for every process
receives contributions of an infinite series of terms usually represented by the so called Feynman diagrams. Note that in such sum, one
must, in principle, include the non-perturbative type of contributions involving all conceivable intermediate states often contributing
“off shell”, for instance, virtual sphalerons in the electro-weak interactions, as well as effective summations of non-perturbative effects
which are represented by instantons in euclidean versions of space-time processes. Thus, following our analogy, we should expect that in
every physical process there would be contributions involving “virtual black holes” of various kinds, and, if their occurrence is associated
with a breakdown of unitarity, such breakdown can be expected to percolate to the original process under consideration. According to
the emergent perspective regarding the nature of classical space-time, the issue might be expressed as indicating that the excitations of
quantum geometrical nature that might be characterized as virtual black holes can be expected to occur in all ordinary situations, and,
if macroscopic black holes led to departures from unitarity, so must these ever-present “microscopic ” & virtual black holes. Departures
from unitary evolution must, thus be a common occurrence (in fact, such observation was raised early on by Hawking himself in the
very paper reporting his dramatic discovery [81], although it seems hiss reaction at the time was to use such conclusion in order to cast
doubts on the overall possibility itself).

16 Including the so called Copenhaguen interpretation, the Von Newman interpretation and so on.
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support to Hing, which might be idealized, for the time being, as represented by a 4-dimensional é- function. In that
case the change in the state as such collapse event is crossed would be given by:

Us) = [Us+) = Lo(Z,)|Us), (29)

where L, is the collapse operator at # and Z, is a random variable which corresponds to the collapse outcome!”.
This results in collapse events which have a Poisson distribution with density u, (in terms of space-time 4-volume).
This distribution of collapse events in spacetime ought to be covariantly defined and should make no reference to any
apriori preferred foliation 18.

The collapse operators are taken to satisfy the following completeness condition:

/dZ|£(Z)|2 .Y (30)

with the assignment of the probability density for the outcome Z,, for a collapse event on the state |¥y) at point x,
given by

Us||Lo(Zo)?| V) _ (Ui [¥se)
(Us|¥s) (Us|¥s)

P (Z||¥s)) = | (31)

The above condition ensures that the total probability (31) is suitably normalized. This formula corresponds to the
standard formula for the quantum probability of a “generalized measurement” corresponding to the measurement of
the observable associated with the operator L,. The collapse outcomes thus occur with standard quantum probability.
The central feature of these theories is that there is no measurement device, no observer, and nothing like an ordinary
measurement process involved in this spontaneous nondeterministic change in the quantum state'®

In [59] it is shown that, provided that certain microcausality conditions involving the collapse generating operators
hold, then (i) given the set of collapse locations {z;} occurring between hypersurfaces ; and Xy, and a complete set
of collapse outcomes at these locations {Z,}, the state dynamics leads to an unambiguous and foliation-independent
change of state between ¥; and ¥¢; and the probability rule that specifies the joint probability of complete sets of
collapse outcomes is independent of the spacetime foliation, given the state on the initial surface ¥;.

The resulting state histories with respect to different foliations are merely different descriptions of the same events
[90].

The covariant form of the collapse dynamics, together with the absence of any foliation dependence, provides the
foundation for an adequate relativistic collapse model. To fully realize such a model, both the rules determining the
density of collapse events p, as well as the specific and general form for a collapse operator L, satisfying the above
requirements must be specified. The proposals that have been considered so far are of the general form:

~ 2 x) — Ly 2
LI(ZI):WGXP{_(‘B(BLCQZ)}v (32)

where B(z) is some hermitian operator, and ( is a new fundamental parameter. This collapse operator describes
a quasi projection of the state of the system onto an approximate eigenstate of B(x) about the point Z, meaning

that, if the state previous to the collapse event was represented in terms of eigenstates of B(x), the collapse effect is
to diminish the relative amplitude of eigenstates whose eigenvalues are far from Z, with respect to those that have
eigenvalues close to Z,. The effect of many such collapses is to drive the state towards an B(x)-eigenstate.

This collapse operator must satisfy a completeness condition, which ensures a self consistent assignment of prob-
abilities is possible. The microcausality conditions, analogous to those imposed on any interacting quantum filed

17 One normally assumes that there is a fixed probability of a collapse event occurring in any incremental space-time region of invariant
volume, but this need not be so, and the rate might be controlled by the actual physical situation, as in the proposal we will consider
later.

18 Although, in principle, it is possible to consider theories in which the contingent aspects of the physics itself determines a preferred
foliation, as proposed in [89].

19 The theory however accounts for the standard kind of “measurement” processes, as a result of the fact that when a simple microscopic
degree of freedom ( usually treated with quantum theory) become entangled with a very large number of degrees of freedom as a result of
the interactions involved in ant standard measurement”, the overall probability of a single collapse affecting the whole system increases
dramatically, leading to what one normally regards as an instantaneous jump in the standard version of the theory.
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theory, are satisfied if [B (x),B (y)} = 0 for space-like x and y. For simplicity, we will focus on the case of a scalar

field QAS, but the general approach can be generalized to other types of fields.

One of the open questions in the construction of a viable realistic collapse theory is what exactly plays the role
of a collapse operator. The fact that the “mass density” operator pj; has been used rather successfully in the non-
relativistic versions of the theory [11, 79] strongly suggests that such operator ought to be constructed in terms of the
energy momentum tensor. This, of course, requires dealing with the highly nontrivial renormalization issues. Besides
that we must face te fact that we are dealing with a tensorial object. One might consider scalar objects that reduce
in the non-relativistic limit to pas, such as the trace of the energy momentum tensor T, or \/TT% . One might
even consider the complete energy momentum tensor itself 7% (in which case we will have several collapse operators,
i.e., the various components controlling the collapse dynamics), something that can be expected to lead to a rather
complex behavior, due to the fact that those components do not, in general, commute with each other. This idea
was first described briefly in [91]. It is widely expected that some sort of smearing of quantum fields and/ or their
derivatives must be used, because, otherwise, the average energy change in the state of the field will, as a result
of the collapse dynamics, be divergent in a continuous spacetime [92]. Such problem could be addressed by several
strategies: One might take spacetime to have a fundamental discrete structure (which should not enter in conflict with
special relativity [35]). One might use some natural region for the smearing with some appropriate weight function
constructed, for instance, out of the Alexandrov set associated with a pair of randomly chosen events, or the use of
the underlying space-time geometry to identify such region and weight function. It is expected that with appropriate
choices for the parameters of the theory, as well as for the specific operator B(z) driving the spontaneous collapse
dynamics one would be able to construct a specific model satisfying the various requirements: One the one hand, the
collapse effects on macroscopic objects are sufficiently rapid to account for the corresponding macro-objetivizaton,
while the average energy increase is sufficiently small to avoid conflict with the ever tighter experimental bounds [93],
as well as dealing successfully with the cosmological problem to which these ideas have been applied, and which have
been mentioned in the introduction. Alternatively, one might make use of a new type of quantum field to mediate
the collapse process with the effect of preventing infinite energy increase (see a specific construction in [86]) .

Note, however, that any collapse event at point = on the surface % converts the pure state into another pure state,
with a smaller uncertainty in the operator B(z). On the other hand, as the specific state is stochastically determined,
it is often convenient to move to a description in terms of ensembles.

o [9s)(Us|
(Uy|Ts)

That is, we consider the statistical mixture representing the ensemble of a large number of identical systems charac-
terized by the same state just before the collapse event. Making these aspects clear and transparent is in my view an
essential requirement of any proposal to address the black hole information puzzle.

Putting together everything we have described so far, leads to the evolution equation for the density matrix de-
scribing the ensemble through one individual collapse event. This is described by:

(33)

Lo(2)psLa(z
Py — pus —/dzJP’ (Gl ) e D02 s /dzL La(z). (34)

This equation, thus, explains both the meaning of the statement and the specific manner in which a pure state might
be taken to evolve into a mixed state. We should not lose sight of the fact that collapse dynamics in any particular
individual case actually transforms a pure state into other pure state. Thus, the change in the statistical density
matrix operator, must be regarded as being of purely epistemic nature, describing our ignorance about the individual
collapse outcomes. If we choose a foliation of space-time parametrized by ¢, with lapse function N and spatial metric
on the time-slices h;;, and assume that there is a spacetime collapse density of x, then we can write[? ]

pt —z/dd Lo NVR[Hin /dd LeNVh-L B(x),[B(x), pt]| , (35)

8¢?

where h stands for the determinant of the components of the metric h;; in the coordinates {¢,z;}. The first term
corresponds to the unitary dynamics of the interaction Hamiltonian, which would vanish in the case of a free field
theory. The second term can be recognized as giving the evolution equation in the standard Lindblad form, ensuring
linearity and the Markovian nature of the spontaneous collapse process[94].

The coupling parameter v = 1/8¢? is usually taken as a constant, but as first suggested in [73] we will assume it is
a local function of curvature scalars. For concreteness, we take v = y(K?2) where ~(.) is an increasing function of its
argument, and K? is the Kretschman scalar (K 2 = Rupea R4, ( Rabea is the Riemann tensor of the spacetime metric
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gap). This feature ensures not only that the collapse effects will be much larger in regions of high curvature than in
regions where the spacetime is close to flat, but it might also be used to ensure that the completely flat regions where,
among other things, the matter content corresponds to the vacuum (which in such flat region is well defined) , the
effects of collapse would disappear completely.

Note that the individual collapse process will not, however, lead to a precise eigen-states of B(x), or even its smeared
version, simply because the collapse dynamics is only designed to narrow the uncertainty in that quantity, and the
free dynamics of the field can be expected to cause dispersion of the state, in competition with the collapse.

On the other hand, as we will be assuming that the collapse rate increases with curvature in an unbounded fashion,
we can expect that collapse effects will accumulate and dominate over any dispersion, in the high curvature region
near the black hole singularity, —or more precisely speaking, as the quantum gravity region— is approached, and,
thus, we will assume (as a simplifying idealization) that the collapse process leads essentially to one of the collective
eigenstates of the infinite set of operators B(z) for all  on the hypersurface that lies just to the past of Sg¢ ( small
deviations from this will have essentially no impact on overall conclusions). We will denote a complete basis of states
(restricted to the Hilbert space of the quantum field ¢ associated with that hypersurface) as {|b;)},i € I.

1. The back-reaction of spacetime

The discussion above, despite being rather general, has been made assuming the collapse affects the dynamics of
matter fields that are described quantum mechanically on a given space-time, but that, of course can not be the whole
story. Even if we are using a semiclassical language in which spacetime is described (at least in the regions and to the
extent in which that it is possible) by a spacetime metric, so that we have a clear characterization of the fact that
we are dealing with something like a black hole, the evaporation process requires that we take into account the fact
that, if the state of the matter undergoes a spontaneous collapse resulting in a change in the expectation value of
the energy momentum tensor, we must be able, in principle, to analyze its effect on the spacetime. Actually, several
arguments have been put forward indicating that any such semiclassical treatment is simply non-viable such as [95].
Such arguments have led to an extensive controversy involving a large range of positions [96-100]. We will not offer
here anything close to an appropriate description of the arguments and refer the reader to the corresponding literature
of which we just offered some examples. Our approach has been to work towards making dynamics collapse coexists
with semiclassical gravity by introducing suitable modifications in the latter. This is a highly nontrivial subject on
which some initial steps have been taken, but which is far from being completely settled.

The basic approach we have taken to deal with the issue is to assume that, in regions of spacetime in which no
collapse takes place, we have a self consistent semiclassical description in which the quantum field theory is adapted to
the spacetime metric, while the particular state of the quantum field is such that semiclasical Einstein equation holds
with aa suitably renormalized energy momentum tensor expectation value corresponding to that state as a source.
The first detailed formal steps and application of this idea have been presented in [68], and work is underway to ensure
the general viability of the procedure, in the sense of ensuring that, given a specific collapse theory appropriate initial
data and the complete characterization of the specific realization of the stochastic processes, one has a well posed
initial value problem[101].

A rather complex issue that arises in this context is the following: Given a space-time event x, and a local observable
O(z) (or more appropriately a local beable ) associated with it (or a neighborhood of z), and the fact that there are
infinite Cauchy hypersurfaces passing through x and, thus, infinitely many states of the quantum field (one associated
with each Cauchy hypersurface). Thus, we need to find a recipe for selecting, in a covariant manner, one such state
from which a value of O(x) (or some other characterizations like the expectation value or the uncertainty) might be
extracted. This issue is of great relevance if we are to based our analysis on a semiclassical treatment of gravity where
we would need to compute (T,;(x)). Here we should mention the proposal made in [102], in which the state to be
employed for that purpose is the state associated with the boundary of the causal past of 2, dJ~ (x). Such proposal,
of course, suffers from some drawbacks. The first is that, in general, J~ (z) is not a Cauchy hypersurface. This
might be remedied if we assume we are given, for instance, the initial state of the universe on an initial hypersurface
Yinitial, and, thus, joining the 0J~ (z) with the part of ¥, that lies outside J~(z). A second problem is that
such hypersurface would in general, fail to be smooth, particularly at x, a fact that would probably interfere with the
required renormalization of (T, (x)). This last aspect might conceivably be resolved by modifying the recipe by one
involving suitable limits of the quantity of interest obtained from states associated with smooth hypersurfaces, which
have as a limit the surface described above. All these are issues requiring further study. We note that similar issues
occur in the approach favored by Alejandro, and that they have been dealt with effectively, by letting the BH rest
frame play a fundamental role in addressing them. This is for instance the case in the definition of black hole entropy
as the UV contribution to entanglement entropy where a choice of ‘rest frame’ is necessary in the separation of low
from long wavelength contributions as discussed in Section IV 1.
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C. Application to the Black Hole Evaporation Process

The process we want to consider is that corresponding to the formation of a black hole by the gravitational
collapse of a situation involving an initial essentially flat and stationary space-time, and an initial matter distribution
characterized by a pure quantum state |¥g) describing a relatively localized excitation of the field ¥ and something
very close to the vacuum for the field $. For simplicity, we will consider the situation is from the start spherically
symmetric2’.

The resulting space-time is supposed to be described by a manifold M with a metric g,, defined on M except
for a compact set Sgg corresponding to the region where a full quantum gravity treatment is required, and that
is taken to just surround the location of the classical singularity. This characterizes the formation and evaporation
of an essentially Schwarzschild black hole?!, supplemented by the region Sqa, that is not susceptible to a metric
characterization, and where a full quantum theory of gravity is needed to provide a suitable description. We assume
that 0S¢ is a compact boundary surrounding the quantum gravity region, which, by assumption, corresponds to
that region where otherwise (i.e., in the absence of a radical modification of GR due to QG effects) we would have
encountered the black hole singularity. See for instance Figure 3.

We take the M — Sg¢ to be foliated by some convenient one parameter set of almost Cauchy hypersurfaces

We will further make some relatively mild (and rather common) assumptions about quantum gravity.

i) The first is that the definite theory of quantum gravity will cure the singularities of general relativity, however, in
doing so, we will require that there would be regions where the standard metric characterization of spacetime simply
does not apply, and which can only be described in terms of fully quantum gravity degrees of freedom. That is, the
usual emergence of classical space-time does not happen for that region, which, in our case, corresponds to what is
referred to as the set Sga

ii) We will assume that Quantum Gravity does not lead, at the effective level, to dramatic and arbitrarily large
violation of conservation laws, such as energy or momentum, although as discussed in [103], some level of violation
seems unavoidable.

iii) We will assume that the space-time region that results “at the other side” of the QG region is a reasonable
and rather simple, space-time (i.e., a spacetime that is topologically R? x R with a metric that is very close to the
Minkowski one). In this sense, the picture that emerges from the present approach, is quite similar, at the macroscopic
level, to the one advocated by Alejandro. As we will see the central differences concern the microscopic descriptions.

With these assumptions, we can already make some simple predictions about the nature of the full space-time.

Given that, by assumption, the effects of the collapse dynamics will be strong only in the region with high curvature,
( more explicitly in the regions where the value of the Kretschman scalar K2 = Ryp.q R, or W2 = WapeaW ! where
Wabea is Weyl the curvature tensor) 23, has a rather large value, the dynamics characterizing the early evolution of our
initial cloud of matter will be essentially the same as that found in the standard accounts of black hole formation and
evaporation: The cloud of matter will contract due to its own gravitational pull, and, as follows from Birkoff’s theorem,
the exterior region will be described by the Schwarzschild metric; the original matter excitation will eventually cross
the corresponding Schwarzschild radius, and generate a Killing horizon for the exterior time-like Killing field £*. The
early exterior region, and even the region to the interior of the Killing horizon but close to it at early times, are regions
of small curvature, and thus the picture based on standard quantum field theory in curved spacetime that leads to
Hawking radiation will remain essentially unchanged. This, by itself, indicates that almost all the initial ADM mass
of the spacetime would be radiated in the form of Hawking radiation and will reach J* (asymptotic null infinity)
before ug of Figure 3).

Next let us consider the space-time that emerges at the other side of the singularity. Given that essentially all
the initial energy has been radiated to J 7T, and in light of assumption ii) above, the resulting spacetime should
correspond to one associated with an almost vanishing mass (this would be the Bondi mass corresponding to a

22

20 However, it is clear, that as a result of the randomness in the collapse dynamics, specific realizations of the stochastic elements will

generically break that exact symmetry. We will disregard that in the rest of the analysis, to keep things simple enough, and because, as

the theory itself does not break the symmetry explicitly, the situation can be expected to remain very close to spherically symmetric,

in particular, when one looks at it through a coarse grained optics.

We should emphasize that, while the spherical symmetry is introduced for simplicity of the discussion, there are powerful reasons to

accept that, in any event, this is nothing more than a rough sketch, which we make very explicit for the sake of clarity, as any attempt

at a realistic analysis would require the addressing of the complex back reaction problem, which, of course, should incorporate the fact

that an evaporating black hole can not be stationary.

22 Which we might define as those hypersurfaces ¥ that are such that any inextendible causal curve intersects X either once, or alternatively
reaches 0Sga

23 The idea of using some measure of the Weyl tensor in determining the strength of the collapse dynamics is inspired by some of R.
Penrose’s ideas.

2
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spacetime hypersurface lying to the future of region Spe and intersecting J* in a segment to the future of that
containing the Hawking flux) the point ug of Figure 3. This conclusion, together with assumption iii) indicates that
this spacetime region should be close to a rather simple space-time, essentially in vacuum, which we take, for simplicity,
to correspond to a flat Minkowski region (perhaps with some small amounts of radiation). At this point our picture
differs in an important manner from that advocated by Alejandro, because we take the space-time in that region as
not being very different from Minkowski space-time at the macro-description, and to whatever corresponds to it at,
the level of the quantum gravity description. As we saw, the point of view advocated by Alejandro requires that
region of space-time to differ substantially from what corresponds to ordinary Minokwski spacetime at the quantum
gravity level, even though, at the macroscopic level it is very close to it (i.e., it must be filled with certain spacial
quantum gravity excitations or defects).

Let us now focus on the state of the quantum fields®*. For simplicity of the description, we will consider two
quantum fields, the field QAS which will be the focus of the Hawking evaporation, and a second field ¥ whose role will
be to characterize the initial matter distribution which will undergo gravitational collapse and lead to the formation
of the black hole (we might take it to be very massive, so that its contribution to the Hawking evaporation process
might be neglected at every but the very last stages when, QG effects might become visible, i.e., the region where the
would be singularity becomes “naked). That is, we will be concentrating on different aspects for each field, although,
in principle, the picture might be adapted to either a single quantum field or a very large multiplicity thereof. We
thus take the initial situation, as given on a very early hypersurface, to correspond to an essentially flat and almost
stationary space-time, i.e., something very close to Minkowski space-time. The matter fields are characterized as
follows qAS: will be essentially in the Minkowski vacuum state, while the x field will be in a state that represents a low
density cloud corresponding to some of the large scale- low energy-modes being in a relatively high state of excitation,
so that the system, left to its own dynamics, will undergo gravitational collapse and the eventual formation of a large
black hole.

The state can be represented in the first QFT construction @1 (which is based on a mode characterization at ¥,
as as:

[Wo) = [eloud)’” & [0)7, (36)

where the first term represents the high degree of excitation of the few modes associated with the matter cloud, while
the second represents the state of the qAS quantum field.

After a large number of collapse events, taken for simplicity to have occurred in the black hole interior, the state
of the system will be in a pure state, which, in the outside, will begin to resemble one of the elements of a thermal
ensemble.

At late times, corresponding to the situation where the black hole has completely evaporated, we might consider the
quantization of the fields either in null infinity, or, if say, the field x is massive, at a late hypersurfece ¥5 covering the
region to the chronological future of the singularity, as well as approaching null infinity. We denote such construction
as Q2.

We might, for simplicity, describe such construction in terms of two quantum field theory constructions: Region
I) corresponding to the region of J* that lies to the past of the point of the causal future of the singularity or QG
region (i.e., point ug of Figure 3) , and Region II) of J7T that lies to its future.

The point is that any particle or wave packet mode that crossed the singularity would either go to iT or to region
IT) of .

Now, had the QG region replacing the singularity be a normal space-time, we could have evolved modes from
this very late time QFT construction to the very early times thus establishing a correspondence between the sets of
creation and anhilation operators. As it is, and under the assumptions we are working with, no such general mode
evolution is defined, simply because the QG region we do not have a metric characterization of the gravitation DOF,
making it rather difficult to discus some of the issues we want to talk about.

We can, however, consider, instead, a third quantum field construction 3 for the field ngS, that will be based on a
mode characterization associated with the hypersurface X3, which is made of two parts, one lying just before the QG
region, and one joining the “Evaporation Point” Ep with ig (see Figure 11).Thus, the quantization can be done in
two parts: one corresponding to the usual one associated with the positive frequency modes associated with timelike
Killing field in the neighborhood of Region I of null infinity, slightly deformed to connect with the first segment. We
label the positive norm modes of this quantization by {«}, which we, take to be highly peaked on energy w,, at some
angular momentum quantum numbers (I,m) as well as being relatively well localized in the radial direction. The

24 Again, this might be regarded as a relatively explicit sketch or “cartoon” for the reasons previously mentioned.
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occupation number of the mode « in the Fock space basis is denoted n,, and the general set of occupation numbers
characterizing the element of the Fock basis as F'. We also take a rather arbitrary, but convenient choice of modes
for the black hole interior, such that the interior and exterior pairs are maximally entangled.

This later QFT construction will involve specific creation an annihilation operators that we use one can use a define
a fiduciary notion “particle” for the BH interior. The vacuum state of the first QFT construction for the field dAJ can
be written as:

|0>¢,in = Nze—ﬂHEp/2|F>¢,int ® |F>¢,emt7 (37)
F

where the sum is over the sets of occupation number for all modes F' = {F,,} (which indicates that the mode « is
excited by n, quanta), Ep = > wang is the total energy of the state according to the notion of energy associated
with the asymptotic region, Sy is the Hawking thermal coefficient, and N is a normalization constant.

On the other hand, we have the excitations of the field y associated with the original cloud of matter |cloud)= that
led to the formation of the black hole, and which can be taken to have propagated completely into the interior region
of the Black Hole Horizon, so that we can write the state (36) simply as:

[Wo) = N3 e B Rlclond)¥ @ |[F)?n @ | F)»est (39)
F

Note that, at late times, the first two terms correspond to modes that lie inside the black hole region while the last
term refers to modes that would propagate all the way to part I of 7.

Of course, the above picture still lacks the effects of the collapse dynamics, as well as the effects associated with
quantum gravity that will take place when modes enter the QG region. Consideration of those effects will next allow
us to provide a description of the rest of the evolution and a characterization of the state of the quantum fields at
very late times, including the region that lies to the future of the QG region that replaces what would have been the
singularity (were it not for the QG effects).

D. Collapse dynamics and the black hole evaporation

One of the assumptions that underlies the present approach to deal with the information question during the
Hawking evaporation of the black hole is that the collapse dynamics, although valid everywhere, will depend on
curvature, and that its effects will become highly significant only in regions where that is large. Thus, the quantum
evolution of the state of the fields would differ quite dramatically from the unitary evolution of standard quantum
theory deep in the black hole interior. This idea will be implemented by assuming that the parameter + controlling
the strength of the collapse modifications is a function of the Kretchman scalar K = R,p.qR*°¢, or, alternatively,
the square of the Weyl curvature W2 = Wp.qW e, For simplicity, we will, therefore, ignore the modification of the
quantum state of the field resulting from the collapse dynamics in the exterior region.

Now, given that the collapse dynamics contains explicit stochastic elements, one can not, even in principle, predict
with certainty what will be the evolution taking place in the black hole interior. In fact, given that we do not know
what is the nature of the quantum gravity theory required to describe the region Sga, we can not describe what
goes on inside that region either. Actually it is most natural to consider that, in reality, the boundary between those
regions in the deep black hole interior is not a sharp one, and that part of what we will take to be occurring in the
region preceding that corresponding to the QG regime might also take place within the later. However, in order to
simply the presentation of the overall picture, we will make an assumption of mainly pedagogical and aesthetic nature.
We will take the collapse dynamics to perform the full modification of the quantum state of which it is capable, before
the QG region is reached, while we reserve for the QG theory the tasks which, at this point, do not seem to possible to
associate with the type of collapse theories that have been considered so far. This will become clear in the discussion
around equation 42.

As noted, the collapse dynamics involves rather strong stochastic elements, and, thus, it is convenient to move to a
characterization of the situation in terms of an ensemble of identical copies of the initial setting, and to then follow the
evolution of that ensemble. We take the initial state characterizing the state of the matter at the initial hypersurface
expressed in terms of the pure, density matrix (indicating all elements in the ensemble are in the same initial state)
as represented in the language of the quantization Q2:

,0(20) _ N2 Z efﬁH(Ep%»EF/)/Q|F>int<F1|int ® |F>CXt<F|CXt. (39)
F,F’
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collapsing matter

Figure 11.

We can now simplify things using the basis of eigen-states of collapse operators, which we will refer to as the collapse
basis. We thus rewrite the above density matrix in the form

p(Z()) _ N2 Z Z e—/S’H(EF+EF/)/2<F/|bj>int<bi|F>int|bi>int<bj|int ® ‘F>6Xt<F‘eXt. (40)
ij F,F’

Next, we use the fact that, in the collapse region, especially in the late part thereof, the collapse dynamics becomes
extremely strong and effective, and thus drives the state of the system to one of the eigen-states of the collapse
operators. This allows us to write the state representing an ensemble of systems initially prepared in the same state
36, at any hypersurface ¥ lying just before the would-be classical singularity —or more precisely the quantum gravity
region, after the complete collapse process has taken place as,

p(zl) — N2 Z Z e—ﬁH(EF+EF/)/2<F/|bi>int<bi|F>int|bi>int<bi|int ® |F>9Xt<F/|eXt. (41)
i FF'

Finally, we need to consider the system as it emerges on the other side of the quantum gravity region, i.e., the
state describing the ensemble after the would-be classical singularity. As we have discussed in the introduction we are
assuming that quantum gravity would resolve the singularity and lead on the other side, to some reasonable spacetime
and state of the quantum fields. We now consider the characterization of the system on an hypersurface lying just
to the future of the would-be classical singularity (which we will often refer simply as the ”singularity”). Such a
hypersurface, dented by 4 in figure 11, would not be a Cauchy hupersurface, as it would intersect J* rather than 4°.
As such, one can partially characterize the state of fields on it by the value of the Bondi mass. It is clear, as we have
argued in the the introduction, that if we assume that Quantum Gravity does not lead to large violations of energy
and momentum conservation laws, the only possible value for this Bondi mass would have to be the mass of the initial
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matter shell minus the energy emitted as Hawking radiation, which is present to the past of the “singularity” on J .
This remaining mass will thus have to be very small.

The task for quantum gravity, according to the present approach, is to turn the state characterizing the physical
situation on, say, the interior part of X3 (which involves both complex quantum states characterizing the fields x and
¢ and the rather extreme spacetime geometry characterized by very large curvatures) into an ordinary low energy
state in the post-singularity region. For simplicity, we assume that this state is, for every element of ten ensemble,
the vacuum in a flat spacetime region?®

|b;) ™ |cloud) f, — [OPest—sing) (42)

the particular |b;)™* being selected by the whole series of collapse processes that result from the collapse dynamics
deep in the black hole interior.

This means, (taking into account the joint probability densities ) that the final state characterizing the ensemble
of systems (on Xy) should be of the form:

Dfinal = N2 Z Z e*,BH(EF+EF/)/2 <F/|bi>int <bi|F>int|Opostfsing><0postfsing| ® |F>cxt <F/‘cxt

i F.F
_ N2 Z efﬁH(EF+EF/)/2<F/|F>int|0postfsing><0postfsing| ® |F>ext<F/|ext

F,F'
— N2 Z e—,ﬁH(EF+EF/)/26(F/ _ F)|0post—sing><0post—sing| ® |F>ext<F1|ext

FF'
_ N2 Z e*BHEF |0postfsing><0postfsing| ® |F>ext <F|ext'

F

= [opostsive) (gpos—sive| @ it (43)

That is, the system has evolved from an initially pure state into a state representing the proper thermal state of
radiation on the early part of J T, and the vacuum state afterwards.

The general picture is then that loss of unitarity and fully irreversible physics is just part of fundamental physics
when described in terms of spatio-temporal notions. The underlying nature of the fundamental theory from which
this emerges is the same physics underlying the emergence of spacetime. Loss of unitarity occurs very seldom when
a few degrees of freedom are involved, as in delicate few particle laboratory experiments, but becomes an essential
aspect if one wants to account for macro-objectification (i.e., part of the measurement problem underlying quantum
theory), and becomes even more dramatic when black holes are concerned , not just due to the high number of degrees
of freedom involved, but also as a result of the high curvatures occurring, which according to our proposal, enhance
the collapse dynamics basic strength.

E. Some open issues
1. Energetics

We will expand now on a point we briefly touched before. One of the most serious challenges one faces when
attempting to construct relativistic models of spontaneous dynamical reduction of the wave function, either of the
discrete or continuous kind, is their intrinsic tendency to predict the violation of energy conservation by infinite
amounts[92]: The problem is resolved in the non-relativistic setting where one can easily control the magnitude of
that kind of effect, by relying on a suitable spatial smearing of the collapse operators, usually taken to be the position
operators for the individual particles that make up the system.

This issue becomes relevant in the present context at two places. First and foremost, at the point where one wants
to consider, in some detail, the back reaction of the spacetime metric to the changes in the quantum state of the
field ¢ induced by the collapse dynamics. Here, one must ensure that the collapse dynamics takes Hadamard states
into Hadamard states[104]. The second place where the issue appears is the point where one considers the role of the

25 The overall picture would hardly change if we took the post-singularity state emerging to the future of the QG region were slightly
different in each realization, as when consider tracing over the corresponding DOF in order to describe the conditions to the of the
“singularity” on J+ we would sill end up with a thermal state describing the Hawking radiation.
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quantum gravity region. In a previous treatment it was argued that, provided that quantum gravity did not result
in large violations of energy conservation, one can expect the state after the quantum gravity region to correspond
energetically to the content of the region just before the would be singularity, and that this region would have almost
vanishing energy content being made up of the positive energy contribution of the collapsing matter shell and the
negative energy contribution of the in-falling counterpart to the Hawking flux. We would face a serious problem with
this argument if the region just before the would-be singularity could contain an arbitrarily large amount of energy
as a result of the unboundedness of the violation of energy conservation brought about by the collapse dynamics.

There are various approaches offering paths to deal with this issue. i) We might consider a fundamental discreteness
of spacetime (which, however, as discussed in[105], should not be tied to violations of special relativity).

ii) We might adjust the choice of collapse operators and provide a sensible space-time smearing scheme dependent
on the energy momentum of the matter fields, or on the geometric structure of the curved spacetime. In this context
it is worth noting that, when one considers that the parameter controlling the strength or intrinsic rate of the collapse
dynamics depends on spatial curvature through, say, the Weyl scalar W2 = Wyp.qW*°?, one might assume that in
flat space-times the collapse rate actually vanishes, thus removing most concerns about the stability of the vacuum
in these theories. In that case, one would adopt the position that the collapse associated with individual particles
in the non-relativistic quantum mechanical context is actually derived from the small deformation of flat space-time
associated with that same particle. That is, one would consider that the particles energy momentum curves the
spacetime and this in turn, turns-on the quantum collapse dynamics. How exactly would this work deep in the black
hole interior region requires further exploration.

iii) We might rely on the effective smearing provided by the use of the auxiliary pointer field as a way to introduce
the smearing procedure without seriously affecting the simplicity of the treatment, as discussed in the Appendix of
reference [86].

iv) Finally, we should mention a recently proposed version of collapse theories that involves both energy increases
(associated with the increased localization of ordinary wave packets), as well as an intrinsic fundamental dispersion.
This reduces the overall level of energy creation in ordinary situations and generates some overall energy dissipation
in others[106].

2. States Hypersurfaces and Local Beables

As is well known in quantum field theory one usually assigns a quantum state to every Cauchy hypersurface, and
the relation among the various states is encoded in a Functional Schrédinger equation. This is clear when the theory
is presented in the Schrédinger picture. When working in the Heisenberg picture one could say the same, with the
understanding that the same state is assigned to all hypersurfaces because all evolution has been passed on to the
operators. In most practical applications, one uses the so called Interaction picture 25. There are, in general, no
doubts regarding what state to use in computing any quantity of physical interest at some point, except, of course,
for the fact that quantum fields are distributional objects, and some level of smearing is required in order to obtain
well defined operators acting on the theory’s Hilbert space. This seems to raise no problem when dealing with the
simplest operators, but, as it is well known, one must rely on renormalization when dealing with more complex ones
such as the energy momentum tensor. However, all this obscures the fact that the theory is famously rather unclear
about its ontology: What are the theory’s local beables, representing what, according to the theory, exists in the four
dimensional world out there 7 We will not enter this complex discussion here and point the reader to some relevant
literature (see for instance [? ] and references therein), but note that, when choosing to work with semi-classical
gravity, one must include the expectation value of the energy momentum tensor as one of the local beables. After all,
that is the quantity that determines the Ricci tensor of the spacetime. Here, one must confront the rather delicate
problem that emerges when incorporating spontaneous collapses of the quantum states into the mix®7: Given a local
beable, say, A(zx) associated with a spacetime point z (ignoring, for simplicity of the discussion, the need for smearing),
there are infinite number of Cauchy hypersufaces {o,} that pass through it, and associated to each one there is, in
principle, different state {¥,}. Which of those states should one use in extracting the relevant information about the
local beable? The point is that, as these states are not connected by a unitary evolution, different choices could lead
to different results. This problem has been noted in [107, 108], and further discussed in [90]. In our case, the issue
applies directly to the quantity (Tﬁf” (z)), the renormalized value of the expectation value of the energy momentum
tensor corresponding to one of the states U,,, but which one? One would expect a reasonable theory to provide a

26 Despite the fact that Haag’s theorem shows this to be, strictly speaking, incorrect.
27 A similar problem would arise if one were to consider measurement induced collapses
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covariantly defined prescription, and it is not clear what it should be. As noted above, an interesting proposal [102] is
to take the state associated with hypersurface defined by the boundary of the causal past of z, namely 8J~ (z). That
proposal is attractive for its covariance but seems to require some tampering to deal with two undesirable features. In
general, 9J~ (x) is not a Cauchy hypersurface, and it is not smooth at x, which might be a problem when attempting
to carry out the renormaliztion procedure. There are some ideas being played with at the time, but the issue certainly
requires further in depth investigation.

F. DISCUSION
1. On The Nature of space-time to the future of the Quantum Gravity Region.

DANIEL: According to your view, the space-time that emerges after the BH has evaporated looks very much like
the Minkowski that existed before the BH formed, but is somehow different, right?

ALEJANDRO: Yes, the space-time to the future of the QG region is a superposition of states which macroscopically
seem indistinguishable from Minkowski’s space-time, and a vacuum state for the quantum fields (and, thus, compatible
with the energy available according to the estimate obtained at u® in J*). However, each element of the superposition
is entangled with the Hawking radiated particles via hidden quantum numbers characterizing aspects of quantum
gravity that have neither geometric nor effective field theory description. One might want to call them quantum
gravity defects when described in macroscopic language.

DANIEL: Those quantum gravity defects might be regarded as analogous to what, in my picture, are the collapse
events. However, they seem also to have substantial differences. On one hand, in your picture they play a most
prominent role in the post QG region, i.e., they must be present there in order to be entangled with the matter DOF
so as to purify the very late quantum state, although, I presume, they might start forming in the black hole interior
region before the full quantum gravity regime is reached. Another difference is that, while the collapses are essentially
space-time events, that is, they have no persistence or permanence in time, your defects must, once formed, persist
in time forever, in order to ensure that, in any late Cauchy hypersurface, the state is pure, right?

ALEJANDRO I am not sure if my defects need to ‘stay in time’ in the way you put it, even when this is probably
the simplest scheme that our intuition can represent. What I have in mind, is that at the fundamental level quantum
gravity, is timeless. This is particularly clear in the canonical approach to quantization where one sees that (due to
general covariance) there is no Schrodinger-like evolution equation, but rather only constraints. Thus, the quantum
physical states of the theory are states annihilated by the quantum constraints representing by themselves a whole
history of spacetime. Spacetime causality and localization is information to be extracted via Dirac observables encod-
ing this in a diffeomorphism invariant fashion (the explicit construction of which represents an obvious technical and
conceptual problem in quantum gravity, referred to as the problem of time) Therefore, from the quantum perspective
- that we have decided to drop in telling our versions of the schemes in favour of a semiclassical account - my defects
are written in each and every of the physical states whose linear superposition represents the physical situation at
hand, namely, black hole formation and evaporation. From this perspective, one can envisage defects as spacetime
events like your collapse events. There spacetime location will have to be constructed in terms of a subsidiary “mean
field semiclassical spacetime geometry, like the one we are using to tell our individual proposals. This is also the
reason why I like the representation of Figure 9.

DANIEL: Do you envision those defects becoming diluted with the further passing of time, so that at very late times
your spacetime has such a low density of defects that is essentially (and at the microscopic level) like the Minkowski
spacetime?

ALEJANDRO:This is a possibility if the defects are persistent in time. However, the previous perspective where
the quantum correlations are encoded in defects in the physical states might offer more subtle possibilities. The very
least I can say is that there does not seem to be a single spacial state that we can safely call the Minkowski spacetime
in quantum gravity. I think this is the central point in my view: one cannot define what a state that looks like
Minkowski all the way to the microscopic level is, in quantum gravity.

2. Firewalls and such.

ALE: In order to avoid the firewall problem, you need the collapses to occur in a very particular way and place?

DANIEL: The collapses dictate the changes in the quantum state on any hypersurface, however, in order to complete
the theory, one must prescribe how to compute the local beables of the theory (see for instance[109]) . In the view we
adopt when using semiclassical gravity, the main local beable is the expectation value of the energy momentum tensor
at a point z (if one is working, say, in some adapted version of semi-classical gravity). Thus, one must be careful
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regarding the choice of the hypersurface and corresponding state one uses, because as discussed above, through any
x there passes an infinite number of hypersurfaces. I think an attractive recipe is the one considered in [102], which
uses the state associated with the hypersurface 9J~ (z) (a related version is the proposal by Penrose where the state
is updated on the past light cone). Note that in this approach, and ignoring the collapses that take place outside the
horizon, for no point on the Event Horizon there is anything strange concerning the expectation value of the energy
momentum tensor, and, thus, no “ fire wall”. Of course, one still needs to make sure that collapses, in general, do
not lead to violations of energy momentum conservation that are too large (and are excluded by experiments [93] ).

8. Time reversal invariance

ALE: Why, if the fundamental theory is not time reversal invariant, do classical theories, which are very often an
excellent approximation, seem to be time reversal invariant?

DANIEL: As I see it, this is because life is possible in regions of the universe with a high degree of predictability
(at least as far as gross features are concerned). Humans focus on situations of high predictability because they
are useful and susceptible to manipulation, etc. We generally refer to the part of nature that can be described in
terms of highly predictable theories, classical (with exceptions, such as statistical mechanics, where we work with
approximations which are required due to the sheer complexity of the situation under study, or due to our own
epistemic limitations), and the characterization of quantum mechanical we reserve for the phenomena involving
features that seem fundamentally unpredictable (and include aspects that are not predictable even as approximations
(note, however, that in the Bohmian Mechanics approach to quantum theory, the lack of predictability is all ascribed
to fundamental epistemic limitations)2®.

Now, it seems quite clear that the spontaneous collapse theories involve a serious departure from time reversal
invariance: Given a state at one time, one has a certain level of predictability encoded in the probabilities assigned to
the collapse events, just to the future of it. However, retrodictability seems to be much weaker: that is, given a state
at one time, the set of states from which it might have evolved through some series of collapse events is extremely
large, and very little can be said about their assigned probabilities. On the other hand, and I am not trying to use
what-aboutery as a defense, your approach also seems to involve some departure of time reversibility to be inherent
to the theory: your space-time defects are created but not destroyed, is that right?

ALEJANDRO: No, in the approach I am presenting the fundamental laws are assumed to be time reversal invariant.
The apparent irreversibility is only emergent as a feature of the macroscopic world. The evolution is unitary at the
fundamental level, and, so, defects can be created but also destroyed: if you take the final state of BH evaporation and
you evolve back with Ufyou get back to the initial state that led to the BH formation and subsequent evaporation.
The apparent arrow of time emerges only for us (coarse grained) macroscopic observers just like in usual situations
involving many degrees of freedom that escape precise tracking. My view is essentially that depicted in Penrose’s
picture in Figure 10 . As far as the (apparent) violation of time reversal invariance is concerned the tale is the same
as for more familiar systems, like the burning of a newspaper or the breaking of a perfume bottle.

ALEJANDRO: What is your view regarding the nature of BH Entropy.

DANIEL: That is a question on which I confess to be extremely confused. To start with, I think one must clarify the
precise notion of the entropy one associates to a black hole. Should we be referring to a Boltzmann Entropy?, a Gibbs
Entropy?, a Von Newman Entropy?, and we should also indicate what precisely is this entropy being associated with?
with the black hole interior? with the event horizon?, or are we referring to the entanglement between interior and
exterior DOF? Should one take the view that the entropy is to be associated with a state, which is itself associated
with a Cauchy hyperurface? That would be, after all, the analogous thing to the assignment of entropy with a
physical system at a given time. Perhaps, we should extend that to include a general spatial section (any closed 3-d
space-like hypersurface, whether it does or does not have a border), and the generically mixed state of quantum fields
associated to it? , or should we only associate entropy to such regions when viewed as fully immersed in a complete
space-time ? (here, we have in mind the problematic fact that the location of the horizon might be undetermined,
even if complete data are given on a generic hypersurface, as in the example of the Schrédiger black hole considered
in [110, 111], where a situation is created involving a quantum superposition of having a BH horizon intersecting
a Cauchy hypersurface and having no horizon there ). I should here emphasize that, in my view, entropy should
be assigned to black holes, in general, and not just to stationary or quasi-stationary black holes, because, in its
standard usage, entropy is a characterization of a general macrostate of a system, and it is not just assigned a value

2% One might also point at the T violation in the electro-weak sector, responsible for the famous violation of CP in the neutral Kaon, and
other neutral heavy meson systems, as an exception, but, in all honesty, I do not see how that could modify in a significant way the
broad time reversal invariance at the level of physical laws that you are alluding to.
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to equilibrium or quasi-equilibrium situations. In fact, equilibrium situations are supposed to be those that maximize
the entropy (given certain constraints) which makes sense only if entropy is defined for all states.

Thus, in dealing with black holes, we should not limit our considerations to stationary or static situations, otherwise
Hawking’s Area Law would lose much of its relevance, as far as entropy is concerned. Needless is to say, that most
works that, starting with a proposal for a quantum gravity theory, claim to have obtained the result Spy = A/4,
have focused on just those equilibrium or quasi-equilibrium situations, and there is no clear path for the kind of
generalization that I think would be required, in order to justify the claims that the issue has been resolved.

The next issue that causes me great confusion are the reasons that could be behind the validity of the generalized
second law, namely the claim that the quantity that is always non decreasing is S¢ = Smatteroutside + (1/4)X: A, .
However, as discussed in detail in [112], one would expect that if S = A/4 is the entropy of a black hole, it somehow
represents the number of possible internal states N, (so S = In(N;y) (setting Boltzmann’s constant kp = 1) com-
patible with its macroscopic characterization (as seen from the outside) (i.e., in terms of say (M, A, J,Q...). Then,
the generalized second law (GSL) would follow from consideration of the number of totally available states of exterior
and interior N, with N & N;;, Noy: it would follow that Siprar = In(N) = InNyy, + InNpwr = A/4+ Sout

But there are reasons to doubt all this:

i) In principle, N;, (unless somehow restricted beyond the requirement that it matches the outside macro-state)
would be unbounded, even a complete universe of arbitrary size might be attached to the interior !

ii) The number N;, might be expected to be a simple expression of the macroscopic parameters M, A, J, Q only in
or close to equilibrium, but the interior is not close to equilibrium in any sense. So, why should the entropy be simply
S = A/47 Strikingly, even for BH’s in which the exterior is out of equilibrium!!.

iii) There are good reasons to doubt that, in general, N;, could be determined by the parameters that characterize
the BH exterior M, A, J, @, simply because there are infinite ways to reach the same external situation, from a direct
collapse of various kinds of matter configuration, a slow build up, or even a scheme where one lets it evaporate and
continuously feeds it back with matter at the appropriate rate for as long as wanted.

And, to me, any claim that one understands what is the entropy of a black hole (and why does it have the value it
seems to have) must be accompanied with an understanding of the reasons for the validity of the generalized second
law. So, to me, the whole thing remains very mysterious, indeed.

DANIEL : Besides information, there are other things usually taken to be conserved, but which, in the case of the
formation and evaporation of a black hole, their conservation is not longer assured. For instance, Barion number
B)?%. T guess that in your approach also B (or B-L) conservation is violated in BH formation and evaporation, right?
So, why is it that you are so attached to unitarity and information conservation, while you seem not to be bothered
by these other novel violations of conservation laws?

ALEJANDRO: I do not have a solid argument to say that unitarity must hold and I believe that your proposal is a
possibility. I am only trying to argue that it is also possible to have an account where unitarity holds in a very natural
way with extremely conservative assumptions. My view, I believe, shows that the question could have a simple answer
that is the same that we give in a vast variety of situations of more familiar nature. Concerning other conservation
laws, I do not see in what way the ones discovered empirically in the construction of the standard model of particle
physics should continue to hold at the fundamental level of quantum gravity. However, time reversal invariance and
predictability is a universal feature of everything we have understood so far and produces a picture of the world that
fits my philosophical stand. I admit it is a belief, one of the many that we all have when trying to explore how to
push the boundaries of well understood physics.

DANIEL: In both our approaches, we require something rather dramatic to take place in the QG region, namely
the negative energy excitation of the field 1/3 must combine with the positive energy of the matter degrees of freedom
that lead to the BH formation in the first place, and in a sense annihilate each other. In my approach, the only thing
remaining from this process ought to be something like the vacuum. In your approach, you need this to lead to the
generation of the defects that must be entangled with the Hawking particles, so as to lead, at late times, to a pure
state unitarily related to the initial state.

However, it seems to me that, in your case, the required process needs to be more precisely fine tuned and extremely
robust. The defects must form in the precise amount, and become precisely entangled with the Hawking particles,
otherwise the picture will not work. It seems to me, that in the picture I advocate, one needs much less precision
and robustness for things to work. For instance, if some type of matter remnants emerge into the post QG region, we
would face no problems, and the essential picture would still work, as long as the late time state is Hadamard (which
is a much weaker requirement). Of course, for all we know, QG might be a theory naturally incorporating such fine

29 More precisely, Barion minus Lepton number B-L, which is an exactly conserved number in the standard model of particle physics.
Barion number, by itself, is known to be violated via Sphaleron mediated processes
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tuning and robustness, but one approach seems to be asking more from the theory than the other. Do you think I
am missing something?

ALEJANDRO: Yes, I think we are all missing crucial aspects of what the exact form the theory of quantum gravity
takes, and specially its effects in near the would-be-singularity. What you call fine tuning is, in my view, just the
details of the microscopic dynamics. The situation is like the one of the ship and the bulbous bow reducing its drag
(mentioned in the introduction). From far away, we understand what is happening when comparing the situation
with and without the bulbous bow in terms of the destructive interference of waves. But drag or friction is happening
locally at the surface of the ship. Somehow, the presence of the bulbous bow changes the dynamics of the fluid, and
this must have a microscopic description where friction is reduced by a change in the local interaction between the
fluid molecules and the surface atoms. From this perspective, it seems that there must be an extremely precise fine
tuning of events allowing for what (from the microscopic perspective) seems as a miracle. But there is no miracle nor
fine tuning, we believe that a sufficiently powerful computer would be able to compute and show that the reduction
of the drag follows from simple dynamical rules of the individual constituents once the macroscopic features of the
problem are suitably incorporated.

DANIEL: Your construction is clearly motivated by a deep commitment to unitary evolution and the corresponding
preservation —at the fundamental level- of all information. So, do you think that the kind of special quantum
gravitational DOF that appears in your scenario in the post QG region, also appears in connection with ordinary
measurements, such as, say, a Stern Gerlach experiment— where information about the initial state of the particle
seems to be lost, and the evolution seems to depart from strict unitarity?. Would you also consider that when an
observer in the asymptotic region detects a Hawking particle, similar DOF would be involved?

ALEJANDRO: I agree that the measurement problem remains an open issue in standard quantum mechanics.
I also believe that this issue is particularly serious in the context of quantum gravity where one is describing the
universe as a whole with a theory that is meant to be the fundamental theory, and, thus, reserves no place to classical
auxiliary structures or mysterious observers for which the dynamical rules should be different from the fundamental
ones. However, in my understanding of the issue that concerns us here, these questions do not play a central role.
In fact, my perspective is that we should be able to come up with a description where these important questions are
left for a future development. Basically, I think that quantum theory is not the last and definite fundamental picture,
and, in that, the two of us agree, I believe, Quantum theory, as it stands, is (as Einstein would put it) incomplete and
quantum gravity pushes us, in my view, to face that incompleteness and solve it. I do not know how this difficult issue
will be resolved, and your perspective, where an active collapse feature is included, might be a possibility. At present,
and lacking of a better view, I am inclined to believe in something perhaps approximately realized in (non-local)
hidden variable theories, like Bohmian mechanics, where there is no collapse at the fundamental level, but only an
effective one. I confess that it is tempting to imagine that the microscopic Planckian degrees of freedom that I evoke
in my scenario for black hole evaporation could actually be related to the hidden variables in a possibly deterministic
fundamental theory. However, this is something that should be regarded as a rather wild speculation at the moment.

4. On the nature of the collapse operator

ALEJANDRO: Could you comment more on the nature of your operator B where things collapse to in your picture?

DANIEL: That is, of course, one of the key open issues in the spontaneous collapse theory program. What seems to
be most solidly established is the indication that, at the non-relativistic level, what seems to work, is for this operator
to closely resemble a kind of smeared mass density operator p(z), and, thus, it is expected that the general version
must reduce to something close to that in the appropriate limit. However, when facing the search for a suitable
relativistic generalization, in particular a general relativistic case, expressed in terms of the language of quantum field
theory, one faces rather serious challenges. For starters, if attempting to respect the spirit of general covariance, one
would need to device a generally covariant recipe for determining the smearing region. That is highly nontrivial as,
when limiting consideration to the simple case of special relativity, one faces the problem that there are no compact
sets that are invariant under Lorentz transformations. One might attempt to follow a strategy analogous to that
developed by the Causal Set program and chose the smearing regions through some stochastic procedure that will
not produce individually invariant regions, but that would do so in the average. A concrete example would involve
choosing for each individual collapse event (in a GRW like theory involving discrete collapses) a pair of events in
spacetime p&q and fix the smearing region to be J(p) N J~(q) (when such set is nonempty). Unfortunately, this
path seems to be blocked, at least when relaying only on ordinary type of degrees of freedom, by the arguments put
forward in [92] concerning the stability of the vacuum. Another option would be to restrict the collapse dynamics
to act on curved space-times ( recall the whole approach is designed to be applied in a semi-classical context) and
make use of the features encoded in the curvature tensor to determine the smearing region. The point being that it
seems perfectly reasonable to assume that in exactly flat space-times (which would of course be devoid of matter in
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the semiclassical sense i.e., (T},,,) = 0) the collapse dynamics would shut off. Once the issue of the smearing region is
determined, the next part of the question is what is the operator to be smeared in the prescribed neighborhood of z
in order to generate B(z). Here, we seem to have a very large set of covariant possibilities, starting with the trace of
the energy momentum tensor 7' = T}/, or suitable contractions of that tensor taken with an appropriate power (so as

to reduce to p(x) in the non-relativistic limit ) such as (7#¥7T),,)(*/?), etc. An even broader set of possibilities opens
up if one considers combining the energy momentum tensor of matter with some curvature scalars (or even direct
contractions of the energy momentum tensor with curvature tensor, or including things like torsion into the theory,
after all fermions and torsion seem to go together rather naturally in various formulations of variants of GR). But, of
course, the concise answer is that, at this point, we do not really know what works and what does not, and the study
of this important question is underway on several fronts.

5. Timelessness of quantum gravity

DANIEL: Your last couple of replies reflect something that is very hard for me to absorb, not just about your specific
approach, but also about the general program adopted by most workers in, say, Loop Quantum Gravity, which, as I
understand, you take essentially as an inspirational source. The fact that the resulting theory is timeless, and thus,
the question of recovering spacetime, what it means, and how is one to envision it, irrespective of the technical details,
seems to creep up in almost all discussions (often only after some careful examination). For example, you emphasize
that the essentially flat spacetime, that one finds to the “future” of the quantum gravity region, is a rather different
kind of Minkowski spacetime, as compared with the one that existed before the black hole formed, with the former
filled with those non-geometric type of defects (which serve as ancilla to purify the late time Hawing radiation), while
the latter is a cleaner (i.e. defect free) type of Minkowski spacetime. That is a story I can understand, but one
which I simply can no longer follow when you remove the temporal component of spacetime from it. For instance,
when you state that, as in the Loop Quantum Gravity program, there is no spacetime, and so that your defects could
be taken as spacetime events (just like the collapses in the approach I favor), I cannot avoid thinking that a more
accurate description would be to say that those defects are points in a timeless- space, rather than spacetime events,
simply because when one reverts to the spacetime description which presumably would emerge in the treatment of
our problem in LQG program, those defects would indeed have to persist in time, don’t you agree?

ALEJANDRO: I agree that, when expressing things in a spacetime language, something like what you describe
must take place. However, while we have, in this discussion employed a classical language to talk about spacetime
geometry, (at least outside of the so-called quantum region) I do not see that as a fundamental issue. The point
is that the general covariance of the theory implies that, on any given Cauchy surface, the data for matter and
geometry satisfying the constraints of general relativity contain all the information about what will or has happened
in a way that is, in principle, available without any spacetime representation (or evolution). Of course in practice, it
is convenient to fix lapse and shift fields and evolve such initial data to reconstruct a spacetime geometry with matter
on it. There is complete arbitrariness in your choice where different choices will lead to spacetime configurations of
the basic fields related by a diffeomorphism. The reason why it is convenient to reconstruct a spacetime out of the
data is that, with a spacetime at hand (written in some coordinates), we can extract physical dynamical information
(coordinate independent information) using the notion of test fields and test observers. We can, for instance, answer
the question of how many years (turns around the sun) will pass between two total solar eclipses in France on Earth.
This is coordinate independent information which encodes things we usually talk about in terms of “where ”and
‘when” without making reference to any external time variable. In practice, this information can be extracted most
readily from the spacetime representation; but the structure of general relativity is such that this is also written
in terms of initial data satisfying the constraint on any Cauchy surface. Now, the way this information is written
when employing different Cauchy surfaces of a single spacetime depends on the chosen Cauchy surface even when the
information encoded is really the same.

Thus, when I say that the flat vacuum-geometry state in the past is different from the flat vacuum-geometry state
in the future in Section (IV 6), I am implicitly making reference to such distinction. In particular, as we have agreed
to use semiclassical language here, and taking advantage of the additional background structure of special relativity
and quantum field theory on flat spacetime recovered in the asymptotic regions near .#~ and .# T, it is possible to say
in what sense the time-less information is encoded differently in the comparison of, say, the initial and final Cauchy
slices, which we can idealize here by .#*, respectively. Concretely, those degrees of freedom that are UV quantum
geometry defects, which end up being entangled with the Hawking radiation in the future near .# ", are simply QFT
modes entangled among themselves in .# ~ | so that the state is seen as the vacuum according to the positive frequency
notion of observers in & ~. The persistence of the degrees of freedom that you evoked is there, but the character of
these changes when you change the Cauchy surface with respect to which you read the physical data, which in my
underling, fundamental picture, is just time-less.
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In fact, the most basic phrasing of my perspective is intended to be taken as fundamentally timeless. The timeless
character of the degrees of freedom in general relativity reveals the deep deterministic nature of the classical theory.
The quantum side of such feature is timeless as well (in my picture of course), and this is the most fundamental
statement of unitarity (which is only a wording imported from the time-full description of quantum fields on a
background spacetime). The semiclassical description that we have agreed to give in Section IIB together with
the asymptotically flat assumption allowed to describe my picture in terms of an ‘evolution’ from .#~ to .# T that
is unitary. However, all this must be considered as resulting from a timeless account in the full quantum gravity
description.

DANIEL: Actually, if T understand correctly, the program (at least as advocated by followers of the Loop Quantum
Gravity program) envisions the recovering of time through, a so, called “relational approach”. Such approach, as I
understand, is based on the idea of considering a wave function of several variables ¥(g,, m;) (including geometric ones
which I have labeled generically by g, and matter related ones, which I have labeled generically by m;) and then select
one of those, say mg, and make it play the role of a “subsidiary time”, a step that is followed by focusing on “the relative
wave function” characterizing the reminder of the variables “when” the variable mg takes the value ¢. This sounds
too close to relying (implicitly) on something like the projection postulate, and, thus, bringing in the measurement
problem into the story, something that, as I understand, you do not want to do. Moreover, the step seems fraught with
dangers: Consider, for instance, a pair of fermions (1, 2) in a singlet state |¥) = %H +2) D] =)@ —| =)D 1)@
and using on that simple system a similar logic: Consider the z component of the spin of particle 2 as subsidiary
time, and then consider the relative wave functions at the two times “when” the variable 2(?) takes the value 41/2,
namely U™ = | — 2)() | and that ” when” the variable z(?) takes the value —1/2 namely U™ = | 4 2)(") . Both results
suggest the system has spin 1/2 (pointing in some definite direction), while the complete system, of course, has no
such feature®’. Moreover, you mentioned that one should focus on the Dirac Observables, i.e., those that commute
with all constraints, which, as I understand, are hard to come by in any canonical approach to quantum gravity.
What I am getting at is, that it seems that, as much as your approach is based on attempting to take distance from
confronting the conceptual problems of quantum theory, and leave those to be dealt with in a future and separate
study (a very understandable aim, by the way, and one supported by the old adage “divide and conquer”), they
seem to come back at you with a vengeance. So, could this not be a clue indicating that the two issues ought to
be confronted simultaneously? By the way, and in all fairness, I must acknowledge that your approach aims to deal
with the BH information issue, while confronting the problem of quantizing gravity, a subject that, in the approach I
follow is left for a future separated study. In this sense, we are both using the “divide and conquer” strategy, and it is
mainly at where do we chose to divide, and where do we chose to work at conquering, that our approaches diverge.
The considerations above aim to explain my preferences.

ALEJANDRO: We are entering into an area where many things have been proposed and consensus is, in my view,
still lacking. The setup of relational time you use in your example is one of the possible paths to recover a notion of
time (and if following it, one would have to address the issues you noted), but I am not sure it is the one that best
fits my view. I will thus comment on your point using my personal perspective, which does not necessarily reflect the
point of view of other colleagues.

I think the key aspect of your question concerns the measurement problem in quantum mechanics which is partic-
ularly severe, I agree, in the context of quantum gravity. As this problem is hard and complex, in my approach I
try to rely as much as possible on the standard quantum framework without entering into the difficult issue of the
measurement problem (“divide and conquer” as you say). Your question is one that aims to ‘drive me out of such
calm shores into the turbulent open sea”. So let me, at least in this first paragraph, answer while staying “safe and
close to the shore”. My personal view is that in quantum gravity we have to accept to renounce to the availability of a
notion of time (in the sense of time coordinates in general relativity, and, of course, of space in the sense of coordinate
location as well) and that dynamical evolution will have to take a much more basic form in the more fundamental
framework. This would not be surprising, after all, the timeless nature of general relativity is already responsible
for the fact that there is no local notion of energy and momentum of the gravitational field, nothing like an energy

30 At this point one might reply with the counterargument that the previous characterization had such problems only because one has
failed to include the spin of particle 2 in the picture, and that a more accurate description will make use of the 2 particle wave functions,
namely |+ 2z)(D|—2)(2) in one case, and | —z)(1) |4 2)(2) for the other, both having J, = 0. However, then one would have to confront the
fact that both such 2 particle states have a component with total angular momentum J = +1, while the original state had J = 0. I can
imagine the list of ‘dangers” increasing as one considers more complex situations, where things such as the Kochen Specker theorem [?
] —exhibiting the fundamental contextuallity of quantum theory—might create further difficulties. Needless is to say that the general
idea of recovering time from a relative wave function, and its connection with all the above mentioned issues deserves a detailed and
careful consideration, something clearly outside the scope of this work. My aim here is just to note the fact that the strategy of avoiding
the measurement problem is not so easily implemented, as the issue has this tendency to reenter through the back door while one is
carefully closing the front one.
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momentum tensor of gravity makes sense. Therefore, this should not be taken as indicating a problem but rather
simply a feature tied to general covariance. Physical understanding is not impeded by the absence of a local notion
of energy and momentum of gravitational degrees of freedom; one just has to learn to do without that. Similarly, I
believe that the more basic description will be essentially timeless. Thus, I do not believe that questions of the type
“when” something takes place ” then” something else happens will be possible at the fundamental level, and the kind
of strategy based on a relative wave function, at least as you described it, will need to be replaced by something else.
What exactly?, 1 can not say at this point.

If such strategy is to work, quantum states would have to be interpreted as quantum states of the timeless universe,
encoding features concerning timeless Dirac operators (i.e. gauge invariant observables), even when such observables
might not necessarily be measurable in any practical sense. It is, thus, likely that such description will not admit, in
most situations, a clear dynamical interpretation (something that we can phrase in terms of a spacetime with matter
on it). The fact that such states encode the true fundamental degrees of freedom of quantum gravity would imply
their eigenvalues are just the (timeless) quantum numbers labeling the possible quantum physical states of the theory.
More precisely, one should envision that a complete set of commuting Dirac observables, characterizing such true
degrees of freedom of quantum gravity, ought to be available to be used to construct (in terms of superposition of
the corresponding eigenstates) suitable states with suitable semiclassical features: for instance, states that admit the
interpretation of asymptotically flat semiclassical geometries with matter that admits a semiclassical interpretation
in terms of QFT. These states will not be semiclassical in any complete sense as they will generically develop strong
curvature regions, like in gravitational collapse, or hide UV features that escape the scrutiny of low energy probes
(like my defects here) and that are the basis of the often called UV-completion of quantum gravity. Things we can
measure will be a subclass of Dirac observables which act (in these subclass of semiclassical states) as quantities that
we can identify with operations with a meaning that allows the separation of the system and the observer (outside
the system). For instance, perhaps such observables will be available for asymptotic observers which (as such) might
be considered outside the system. Maybe this is what would eventually allow for the application of something like
a standard Copenhagen interpretation, yet where the separation between system and observer is made only under
certain circumstances (like near the .#* that such special states might be able to accommodate). It seems to me that
one might be able to push the standard quantum mechanical paradigm to such extreme case and it could be that this
is where our theoretical modeling of nature might take us to. If so, the measurement problem might remain open and
the hopes you hold, namely that somehow quantum gravity considerations might help resolving it, might just not be
realized. I believe this is (unfortunately) a possibility.

But, of course, what I described above is not something we can, at this point, be sure will work out, and I am not
completely convinced that the approach I am putting forward here is the one that will result in a satisfactory resolution
of all related issues, yet I believe it is one worth pushing as far as possible to see where it leads, with the implicit hope
of finding some nontrivial insight that could eliminate the present incompleteness of the standard interpretation of
the quantum theory. I also believe that your perspective is an interesting one that ought to be explored for the very
same reasons. In fact, we should acknowledge the existence of other possibilities which are quite appealing in various
respects. For instance, the measurement problem could be resolved in a way perfectly compatible with the standard
quantum paradigm as (one might argue is the case) in a scheme similar to that provided by Bohmian mechanics
(BM) for non-relativistic quantum mechanics. In other words, by adding new ingredients (analogous to the adding
of the “hidden variables” which are guided by the wave function in BM) that is yet completely compatible with the
previous picture (Hilbert spaces, Dirac observables, etc.). In my opinion, the resolution of the issues that concern the
interpretation of quantum theory as a theory of the universe (forced upon us quite clearly when considering quantum
gravity) and the related issues of interpretation often discussed in terms of the collapse or reduction of the wave
function, might be resolved in a way where the perspective I am taking in addressing the issue of information (i.e.
maintaining unitarity) remains unchanged in its basic structure, with the new ingredients complementing the current
picture in a manner that eliminates the present tensions connected with the measurement problem.

It is, of course, possible that nature is best modelled by a completely different description. It is possible that
something like what you propose is the correct thing. All perspectives must be explored. I have taken one that, in
my view, deserves attention, but I remain open to novelty.

ALEJANDRO: The previous discussion focuses on an issue that is quite challenging for non perturbative (yet
standard from the point of view of quantum theory) approaches to quantum gravity. I would like to know what form
does it take in the path you follow?

DANIEL: As I have noted, the approach I follow takes the question of quantization of gravity as something left for
the future, when hopefully we would have acquired some useful clues from the studies at the “effective level” we have
set out to explore, so it is not surprising we cannot offer anything resembling a definite answer to this difficult question.
Having said that, I think it is noteworthy that we can say something that, in my view, seems quite appealing. The
point was first made in [73], and is based on the simple observation that, when including spontaneous collapses into
the theory, the information encoded in different Cauchy hypersurfaces of a given spacetime is not longer the same.
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Information is both erased and created by the collapse events taking place in between those hypersurfaces, so that
the requirement that the quantum state for one is physically equivalent to that on the other is simply gone. As it is
precisely that physical equivalence what lies in ultimate instance behind the timelessness of the standard theory, it
seems very natural to expect that once, a spontaneous collapse has been incorporated into the theoretical framework,
the issue might simply disappear, and the theory will naturally incorporate space-time notions. Needless is to say that
this is not something we can, at this point, assert with full confidence, but nonetheless, it seems clear that elements
with the potential of removing the difficulty are there from the start.

In any event, I agree wholeheartedly with you that, in this exploration, we must keep an open mind, search and
explore the various approaches in looking for clues or problems, and attempt to extract useful lessons from the exercise.
Scientists are not supposed to become irredeemably attached to their own preferred theories. It is not as if we are
ship captains expected to go down with their ships.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have reviewed the nature of the puzzle known as the black hole information loss paradox, offering a rather
precise characterization of the assumptions one is explicitly or implicitly accepting in any argument indicating that
there is in fact a paradox.

We have clarified several issues that often accompany the discussions on the subject, and that, more often than
not, are at the course of some of the strong disagreements among colleagues interested in the question.

We have, then, presented our respective perspectives regarding what we think is the most likely path towards
addressing the puzzle, while indicating, either at the point of presentation, or in our discussion, what we see as
the weakness, or the aspects that require most clarification and further work on each one of the two proposals.
It it noteworthy how despite our different perspectives the diagrams depicting the whole black hole formation and
evaporation process, have so much in common3!.

We have strong disagreements that have been made evident in the presentation and in the final discussion, starting
of course, with the opposite answers we give to the question of whether or not information is lost, and whether the
initial and final states are unitarily related, but it is perhaps worthwhile to point out also some convergences. We
both call upon novel and discrete features of nature, be them the defects in the geometry of Alejandro’s scheme, or
the collapse events in the picture advocated by Daniel. It is worthwhile noting that these entities are very different,
as far as their spatio-temporal nature is concerned. Alejandro’s defects are created in the QG region that replaces
the classical singularity, and then they remain as entities that follow some kind of world-lines (most likely causal or
time-like), so each one of them might be considered as effectively one-dimensional entities in space-time. The collapse
events are, as their name suggest, essentially point like entities in four dimensional space-time, so they do not have
any sort of permanence, a feature intimately associated with their capacity to erase information and prevent unitary
evolution.

Daniel’s proposal connects the black information question directly with the measurement problem of quantum
theory, although gravity does play an important role in enhancing the collapse dynamics, so as to ensure that the
very small level of departure from unitary evolution affecting, say, individual particles in ordinary situations, becomes
intense enough to ensure complete information destruction before the quantum gravity region is reached, leaving to
quantum gravity only the task of covering the result of those collapses together with the matter that originally led to
the information of the black hole into a suitable “vacuum”, so that space-time after the QG region would be essentially
Minkowski both at the macro, and fundamental level. In Alejandro’s proposal, quantum gravity plays a much more
important part of the story, generating the “defects” that remain past the QG region, and do so in a state of complete
entanglement with the Hawking radiation, so that the state of the full system (quantum fields and quantum gravity
DOF) remains pure. The measurement problem is viewed as something completely separated from the problem at
hand.

Since the publication of Hawking’s analysis, more than forty years ago, the issue of black hole information loss
has remained a central topic of analysis and debate in theoretical physics. The fact is that, after all this time, the
discussion continues, often hindered and exacerbated by confusion and misunderstanding among participants. We
hope the present article helps clarify some aspect of the discussion, and highlights some of the attractive features
of our own takes on the subject, illustrating at the same time, the serious issues that lie at the core of our mutual
disagreements.

31 Including an aspect that R. Penrose noted, seems a bit unsettling, namely, the fact that so called quantum gravity region has a finite (
possibly long lasting) shadow on .# T, indicating that asymptotic observers would perceive this region, which for them will be something
akin to naked singularity, not as an instantaneous burst but as an enduring feature.
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Finally, needless is to say it, in our adoption of the style used by S. Hawking and R. Penrose to air their divergent
points of view on similar subjects, we do not intent to put ourselves in the shoes of either of those giants, but merely
to honor them both, follow their example, and continue to constructively engage and explore our differences, while
seeking to deepen our understanding of the workings of nature.
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