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In statistical mechanics entropy is a measure of disorder obeying Boltzmann’s formula S = log N ,
where N is the accessible phase space volume. In black hole thermodynamics one associates to
a black hole an entropy Bekenstein-Hawking SBH . It is well known that SBH is very large for
astrophysical black holes, much larger than any collection of material objects that could have given
rise to the black hole. If SBH is an entropy the question is thus what is the corresponding N , and how
come this very large phase space volume is only opened up to the universe by a gravitational collapse,
which from another perspective looks like a massive loss of possibilities. I advance a hypothesis that
the very large increase in entropy can perhaps be understood as an effect of classical gravity, which
eventually bottoms out when quantum gravity comes into play. I compare and discuss a selection
of the very rich literature around these questions.
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Introduction: The Bekenstein-Hawking entropy SBH
of a black hole is a central quantity in modern physics.
In its general form SBH equals 14 lA2 where A is the surp

face area of the black hole horizon, and lp ≈ 1, 6 · 10−35 m
is the Planck length. This form of the entropy formula includes extreme cases where the black hole is
rotating at high speed and/or is very strongly electrically charged, and where A can be arbitrarily small. In
the simplest setting of a non-rotating electrically neutral black hole (Schwarzschild geometry) the area of the
2
horizon is 16 π lp2 M
m2 , where M is the mass of the object
p

and mp ≈ 2 · 10−8 kg is the Planck mass. In this case,
roughly appropriate for all black holes that have been
2
observed to date, SBH equals 4π M
m2p and increases faster
with mass than any aggregate of particles and ﬁelds that
could have formed the black hole [1, 2]. Consequently, for
large enough mass, SBH will be larger than than the entropy of any astrophysical object that could have formed
the black hole. Well-known estimates say that the entropy of star like the sun would increase about 1019 times
if it could collapse into a black hole. In the total entropy
budget of the universe almost all the entropy is held by
super-massive black holes [3].
From the point of view of statistical mechanics entropy
is a measure of disorder obeying Boltzmann’s formula
S = log N . Disorder means that the system can only
be described up to a phase space volume N . While the
formation of an event horizon closes the door on some
types of classical evolution, since a classical observer can
never get out of a black hole, in some other sense a gravitational collapse must open a door to new possibilities;
”Opened are the double doors of the horizon // unlocked
are its bolts” [4].
In this note I put forward a hypothesis that the increase of disorder is due to the classical chaotic dynamics
of a suﬃciently strong gravitational ﬁeld. The existence
of such a mechanism is plausible, and supported by well-

established theories, to be referenced below. The mechanism has nevertheless not previously been put forward
as a physical mechanism which can generate SBH .
The relation to Hawking’s black hole information paradox: Bekenstein-Hawking entropy is at the center of a
very extensive literature motivated by Hawking’s black
hole information paradox [5–9]. Possible solutions to the
information paradox were in [10] classiﬁed as (i) fundamental information loss, (ii) remnants or new physics at
the horizon, and (iii) information return in Hawking radiation. I am here only concerned with the last scenario,
ﬁrst proposed by Page [11], and more recently dubbed
the ”central dogma” of black hole quantum physics [12].
Quantum mechanics is thus assumed to hold everywhere
in the universe, including in the interior of black holes.
Some (unknown) unitary operator evolves an initially
pure state of matter to a gravitational collapse and then
onto Hawking radiation escaping to inﬁnity. In [13, 14]
we considered the kinematics of such a process, where
in the ﬁnal state radiation will be in multi-mode entangled state. That such multi-party entanglement should
be present in Hawking radiation is known already from
[11], where it was pointed out that when one Hawking
particle is emitted with some momentum, the remaining
black hole must carry the opposite momentum. Hence
later Hawking particles must be entangled with earlier
Hawking particles, though only weakly by this recoil effect.
A distinction now has to be made between entropy
in the informational-theoretic sense, and entropy in the
thermodynamic sense. Entropy of the ﬁrst kind, usually
called ”ﬁne-grained entropy” in the black hole literature,
does not change under unitary evolution. Entropy of the
second kind, usually called ”coarse-grained entropy” in
the black hole literature, will however tend to a maximum
at given external constraints. A part of a resolution of
the information paradox of type (iii) must hence be that
information-theoretic entropy is preserved in unitary evo-
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lution, and that SBH is a thermodynamic entropy, an
observation also due to Hawking [15]. Another argument
that SBH is a thermodynamic entropy follows from comparing SBH to the entropy of black-body radiation emitted by an evaporating black hole, mode by mode. This
can be estimated from the law of Stefan-Boltzmann and
its generalizations [16–18], and is somewhat larger than
SBH , as appropriate for an irreversible process. The ratio is however a constant independent of mass, meaning
that on a relative scale almost all the entropy increase
happens from when matter starts collapsing until when
the resulting black hole has settled down to a stationary
state.
In the quantum domain the role of informationtheoretic entropy is taken by von Neumann entropy,
which conserved for a closed system, but can change for a
subsystem. Important progress was in the last less than
ten years made in describing
 a black hole as a unitary
quantum system with exp 4lA2 states [19–23]. This app
proach allowed for the ﬁrst time a calculation of the von
Neumann entropy of Hawking radiation, showing that it
ﬁrst increases, as does the thermodynamic entropy (as
above), but then decreases, following the Page curve.
This approach however does not deal with the degrees of
freedom of the space-time geometry in its entirety, including the full interior of the black hole [24]. The question
of how thermodynamic entropy can increase so dramatically in a collapse to a black hole, a process which can
be taken to happen before any Hawking particles have
been emitted at all, has also not been addressed in this
important series of papers.
Classical entropy increase in gravitational collapse:
disorder can emerge from the chaotic non-linear dynamics of the gravitational ﬁeld itself, a mechanism (BKL
scenario) ﬁrst proposed for homogeneous cosmology [25–
27]. As the singularity is approached the gravitational
dynamics is then self-sustainable, so that matter can be
neglected. Every matter particle hence loses causal contact with every other matter particle, a property known
as asymptotic silence [28]. The general BKL-like solution has been postulated to be inhomogeneous (turbulent) with diﬀerent realizations of the homogeneous solution around diﬀerent spatial points [29]. This kind of
solution has more recently been conjectured to also describe aspects of the ﬁnal stages of the collapse of an
astrophysical body [30].
I now introduce three assumptions of a physical or
plausibility nature, deliberately kept simple-minded: (A)
after the gravitational collapse has run its course there
emerges in the center of the black hole some quantum
state of matter and gravitation; (B) the spatial support
of this state is about lp ; (C) outside this smeared singularity space-time is a meaningful concept, and to a good
approximation given by a metric which obeys Einstein’s
equations.

From a perspective of quantum gravity space-time is
a classical limit of some underlying quantum state. Outside the smeared singularity I hence assume this limit to
exist, and to be close to the Schwarzschild metric. At a
time long after the collapse all the mass that went down
into the black hole is consequently assumed concentrated
in some small volume of radius lp around the singularity,
and thoroughly transformed by and entangled with the
quantum gravitational ﬁeld.
The Schwarzschild geometry was shown to be linearly
stable on the physical level of rigor in the 1950ies and
1960ies [31, 32]; rigorous mathematical proofs are of
much more recent date [33, 34]. Very recently a mathematical proof of nonlinear stability was also presented
in [33], unfortunately not very accessible to physicists
[50]. A common aspect of these recent advances is however that they deal only with stability in the exterior region; the interior region of the black hole is determined
by what happens in the exterior. In a completely classical
theory ”determined” is here a misnomer [51], as solutions
in the interior would have to resolve the singularity; what
it means is that the essential parameters of the black hole
i.e. mass, angular momentum and charge are determined
by the dynamics in the exterior. This type of nonlinear
stability hence does not exclude that in the interior there
can be the kind of instabilities which in plasma physics
and hydrodynamics are called convective [35, 36]. Imagine a perturbation of the metric at some distance r from
the smeared singularity. Such a perturbation can decay
at the point r where it is introduced (absolute stability),
but at the same time grow, for a ﬁnite or inﬁnite time, at
smaller r. In a classical model this growth can be unlimited by moving to ever smaller r, but by the assumptions
made here it would stop at lp .
On a general level, during the collapse process the
space-time inside a physical black hole can be assumed
to be both unique and complex, where in classical theory
increasing gravity would eventually lead to a singularity
in a way that reﬂects the black hole’s formation [37]. In
a quantum theory of gravity the information would instead be stored in the state at the smeared singularity.
The ensemble describing all such space-times, assuming
they will in the end be thoroughly mixed and indistinguishable from the outside, must be able to encode all
quantum states of all systems that could have given rise
to the black hole of given mass, angular momentum and
electric charge. By one of Bekenstein’s original estimates
such an ensemble has an entropy of the order of SBH [1].
More reﬁned estimates in the same direction were more
recently given by Mukhanov [38].
Estimating SBH from classical chaotic dynamics: Estimating the amount of disorder created by a space-time
chaotic evolution is a complicated problem in much simpler settings than a gravitational collapse. For chaotic
dynamical systems (coherent in space) the increase in
entropy per unit time is measured the Kolmogorov-Sinai
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entropy, which is also non-trivial to compute. For the
homogeneous BKL solution KS-entropy (KS-entropy of
the Gauss map) is however known, and is positive [26].
It is however not clear what this estimate of the entropy
increase around each spatial point says about the total
entropy increase of an inhomogeneous solution to the Einstein equations describing a collapse.
A related though simpler eﬀect is the tidal force in a
black hole which crushes a test body as a whole into zero
volume, but stretches it in one out of three directions
[52]. Gravitational collapse is thus associated with the
Lagrangian chaos, i.e. the growth of distances between
nearby trajectories in a co-moving system.
Remarks on classical and quantum entropy increase
and thermalization: The mechanism proposed here is
based on the distinction between information-theoretical
entropy and thermodynamic entropy. Thermodynamic
entropy can in turn be interpreted as lack of information
(ignorance, or coarse-graining) [39–42], or as a property
of an ensemble describing the outcome of possible (sufﬁciently simple) experiments after a process of thermalization [43, 44].
If and how a closed quantum system thermalizes (or
does not) is an important topic, often referred to as the
Eigenvalue Thermalization Hypothesis (ETH) [45, 46].
That quantum mechanics is assumed to hold on a fundamental level however does not imply that it is needed to
describe every process. A star like the sun is a classical
object, and its entropy is an almost classical quantity.
In quantum chaos growth of disorder can often be described by classical dynamics which lead to generation
of smaller and smaller structures in phase space, until
quantum eﬀects eventually take over [47]. The classical
picture proposed here is therefore not necessarily in contradiction with the idea that the quantum state in the
center of a black hole is quantum chaotic and in itself
scrambles information in a fast way [48].
Remarks on Bekenstein’s 2001 critique of his 1973 interpretation of BH entropy Above I evoked Bekenstein’s
argument in his pioneering 1973 paper that SBH is the
number of quantum states of matter than could have
formed a black hole [1]. I thus have to address the
counter-argument advanced by Bekenstein in a 2001 review [49]. Bekenstein there considered a black hole emitting Hawking radiation and at the same time being fed
by a stream of matter so that its mass, angular momentum and charge stay constant. Bekenstein formulated his
objection (page 8 in [49]) as follows:
[The black hole then] does not change in time,
and neither does its entropy. But surely the
inflowing matter is bringing into the black
hole fresh quantum states; yet this is not reflected in a growth of SBH ! [...] If we continue thinking of the Hawking radiation as
originating outside the horizon, this does not

sound possible.
A part of a counter-argument runs as what Bekenstein
outlines is not a state of thermal equilibrium but a nonequilibrium stationary state (NESS). An entropy ﬂow can
be deﬁned as the expected loss of entropy of the stream of
infalling matter, or as the expected gain of entropy of the
outgoing Hawking radiation: in a stationary state these
should match. A mechanism supporting such an entropy
ﬂow was discussed by the author and Michal Eckstein
and Pawel Horodecki in [13].
Another part of the counter-argument is that the entropy brought into the black hole by fresh quantum matter is anyway only an extremely small fraction of all
the entropy in play in the process. The increase of
Bekenstein-Hawking entropy of the black hole when its
M
mass increases by ∆m is 8π m
2 δm. This is the same as
p
if an impacting body of mass ∆m would carry an entropy per unit mass of c2 /kB TH where TH is the Hawking temperature of the black hole. For a solar mass
black hole this is about 1047 · kg−1 . By comparison, the
standard molar entropy of water at room temperature is
75.33J/(mol K) which means about 3 · 1026 · kg−1 in the
same units. To emphasize this discrepancy in entropy
per mass of more than twenty orders of magnitude was
the main motivation of this note.
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Württembergisch
Staatstheater
Stuttgart
(1984),
URL
http://philipglass.com/compositions/akhnaten/.
[5] S. W. Hawking, Phys. Rev. D 14, 2460 (1976), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.14.2460.
[6] J. Preskill, Do black holes destroy information?,
arXiv:hep-th/9209058 (1992).
[7] E. Verlinde and H. Verlinde, JHEP 10, 107 (2013).
[8] D. Harlow, Rev. Mod. Phys. 88, 15002 (2016).
[9] W. G. Unruh and R. M. Wald, Reports on Progress in
Physics 80, 092002 (2017).
[10] S. Giddings, Phys. Rev. D 49, 4078–4088 (1998).

4
[11] D. N. Page, Physical Review Letters 44, 301 (1980).
[12] E. Shaghoulian, The central dogma and cosmological
[34]
horizons, arXiv:2110.13210 (2021).
[35]
[13] E. Aurell, M. Eckstein, and P. Horodecki, Foundations
[36]
of Physics 51, 1 (2021).
[14] E. Aurell, M. Eckstein, and P. Horodecki, Quantum in[37]
formation in hawking radiation, arXiv:2012.14418 (2020).
[15] S. W. Hawking, preprint arXiv:1401.5761 (2014).
[16] W. H. Zurek, Phys. Rev. Lett. 49, 1683 (1982).
[38]
[17] D. N. Page, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 1013 (1983), URL
[39]
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.50.1013.[40]
[18] D. N. Page, New Journal of Physics 7, 203 (2005), URL
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/7/1/203.
[19] A. Lewkowycz and J. Maldacena, Journal of
[41]
High Energy Physics 2013, 90 (2015), URL
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2013)090.
[42]
[20] N. Engelhardt and A. C. Wall, Journal of
High Energy Physics 2015, 73 (2015), URL
[43]
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2015)073.
[21] A. Almheiri, N. Engelhardt, D. Marolf, and H. Maxfield,
[44]
Journal of High Energy Physics 2019, 63 (2019), URL
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2019)063.
[22] G. Penington, S. H. Shenker, D. Stanford, and
Z. Yang, Replica wormholes and the black hole interior,
arXiv:1911.11977 (2019).
[45]
[23] A.
Almheiri,
T.
Hartman,
J.
Maldacena,
E. Shaghoulian,
and A. Tajdini,
Journal of
[46]
High Energy Physics 2020, 13 (2020), URL
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2020)013.
[24] J. Maldacena, Comments on the page curve for the entropy of hawking radiation, Lecture at ’Black hole mi[47]
crostate conference’ (2021).
[25] V. Belinskii,
I. Khalatnikov,
and E. Lifshitz,
Advances in Physics 19,
525 (1970),
[48]
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018737000101171,
URL
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018737000101171.
[26] I. M. Khalatnikov,
E. M. Lifshitz,
K. M.
[49]
Khanin, L. N. Shchur, and Y. G. Sinai, Journal of Statistical Physics 38, 97 (1985), URL
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01017851.
[27] V. Belinskii,
I. Khalatnikov,
and E. Lifshitz,
Advances in Physics 31,
639 (1982),
[50]
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018738200101428,
URL
[51]
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018738200101428.
[52]
[28] L. Andersson, H. van Elst, W. C. Lim, and C. Uggla, Phys. Rev. Lett. 94, 051101 (2005), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.94.051101.
[29] V. A. Belinskii, Pisma v Zhurnal Eksperimentalnoi i Teoreticheskoi Fiziki 56, 437 (1992).
[30] J. M. Heinzle, C. Uggla, and W. C. Lim,
Phys.
Rev.
D
86,
104049
(2012),
URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.104049.
[31] T.
Regge
and
J.
A.
Wheeler,
Phys.
Rev.
108,
1063
(1957),
URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.108.1063.
[32] C. V. Vishveshwara, Ph.D. thesis, University of Maryland, Department of Physics and Astronomy (1968), supervisor: Charles W. Misner.
[33] M. Dafermos, G. Holzegel, and I. Rodnianski, Acta Mathematica 222, 1
(2019), URL

https://doi.org/10.4310/ACTA.2019.v222.n1.a1.
T. W. Johnson, Annals of PDE 5, 13 (2019).
A. Bers, in Plasma physics–les houches 1972 (1975).
P. Huerre and P. A. Monkewitz, Journal of Fluid Mechanics 159, 151–168 (1985).
C.
Uggla,
General
Relativity
and
Gravitation
45,
1669
(2013),
URL
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10714-013-1556-3.
V. F. Mukhanov, Foundations of Physics 33, 271 (2003).
L. Szilard, Zeitschrift für Physik 32, 753 (1925).
B.
Mandelbrot,
The
Annals
of
Mathematical Statistics 33,
1021
(1962),
URL
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177704470.
E. T. Jaynes, Phys. Rev. 106, 620 (1957), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.106.620.
E. T. Jaynes, Phys. Rev. 108, 171 (1957), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRev.108.171.
A. I. Khinchin, Mathematical Foundations of Statistical
Mechanics (Courier Corporation, 1949).
J. L. Lebowitz, Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and its Applications 263, 516 (1999), ISSN
0378-4371, proceedings of the 20th IUPAP International Conference on Statistical Physics, URL
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S03784371
M. Srednicki, Phys. Rev. E 50, 888 (1994), URL
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevE.50.888.
L. D’Alessio, Y. Kafri, A. Polkovnikov, and
M. Rigol, Advances in Physics 65, 239 (2016),
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2016.1198134, URL
https://doi.org/10.1080/00018732.2016.1198134.
M. Berry, N. Balazs, M. Tabor, and A. Voros, Annals of Physics 122, 26 (1979), ISSN 0003-4916, URL
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/000349167
Y. Sekino and L. Susskind, Journal of High
Energy
Physics
2008,
065
(2008),
URL
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/10/065.
J. D. Bekenstein, Studies in History and Philosophy of
Science Part B: Studies in History and Philosophy of
Modern Physics 32, 511 (2001), ISSN 1355-2198, the
Conceptual Foundations of Statistical Physics, URL
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S13552198
This so far unpublished monograph is 519 pages in length
Introduced as a short-hand by the author of this Letter.
On a body of size l and mass m at a distance r from a
black hole of mass M (l ≪ r the tidal forces are about
GmM l/r 3 . Imagine a system of size l and binding energy V held together by a force about V /l; it is then
torn apart at a distance from the singularity of about
 2 2 1
3
. For a hydrogen atom in a solar mass
r∗ ∼ rs rl 2 mc
V
s

black hole r∗ is about one millimeter (10−6 rs ), as follows from l ∼ 10−10 m, rs ∼ 103 m, mc2 ∼ 109 eV and
V ∼ 13eV. One millimeter is large compared to the radius of the hydrogen atom. A proton is similarly torn
apart at one nanometer from the singularity (10−12 rs ),
as follows from l ∼ 10−15 m and V ∼ mc2 . Both distances are small distances compared to rs but very large
compared to Planck length.

