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Abstract

In 2007 Pretorius and Khurana [37] did “speculate that at threshold [at

a critical impact parameter], all of the kinetic energy of the system [two ul-

trarelativistic black holes] is converted to gravitational waves, which can be

an arbitrarily large fraction of the total energy.” However, in 2012 Sperhake,

Berti, Cardoso, and Pretorius [57] performed numerical calculations that led

them to the contrary conclusion: “An extrapolation of our results to the limit

γ → ∞ suggests that about half of the center-of-mass energy of the system

can be emitted in gravitational radiation, while the rest must be converted

into rest-mass and spin energy.” Here I present arguments against this latter

conclusion and in support of the earlier speculation that for sufficiently large

γ, all but an arbitrarily small fraction of the total energy can be radiated

away.

∗Internet address: profdonpage@gmail.com

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.03890v1


1 Introduction

LIGO has had enormous success in detecting the gravitational waves from astro-

physical inspiraling black holes that coalesce to form a larger black hole [1, 2, 3, 4].

In these cases the black holes have been inspiraling long before their gravitational

wave emission is strong enough to be detected by LIGO, so that well before the final

coalescence, the two black holes are moving with nonrelativistic velocities v ≪ c

relative to each other and are gravitationally bound to each other.

Astrophysically, it seems that it would be very rare (and not yet observed) for

two black holes or other macroscopic objects to approach at relativistic velocities

v ∼ c before coalescing. However, it is an interesting question what would happen if

this occurred. Indeed, there has been an enormous amount of work [5–92] calculat-

ing what happens for compact objects approaching each other at arbitrary relative

velocities in 4-dimensional spacetime (not including considerable additional work

that has also been done in higher dimensions that I shall not discuss here). Much of

this work has shown essentially that if the Schwarzschild radius corresponding to the

total center-of-momentum (COM) energy E, that is, RS = 2GE/c4 = 2E (where

here and henceforth I shall use units with G = c = 1), is much larger than the

sum R of the intrinsic linear sizes of the two objects, then the composition of each

object does not matter significantly for how much gravitational wave energy ∆E is

emitted, which, for fixed total COM energy E instead depends almost entirely on

the impact parameter b ≡ J/p ≡ βE, where J is the total angular momentum in the

COM and p is the magnitude of the initial spatial momentum of each object in the

COM (equal magnitudes but opposite directions, since the total spatial momentum

is zero in the COM). Here

β ≡ b

E
≡ J

pE
≈ J

2E2
=

2J

RS

(1)

is a dimensionless measure of the impact parameter (not to be confused with v/c).

The approximation of the last two terms occurs in the limit that the COM energy

E is much greater than the sum M = m1 +m2 of the rest masses m1 and m2 of the

two objects, so that then p ≈ E/2, giving b ≈ 2J/E. (Note that I am not using M

for the total ADM mass of the spacetime as many others do, but rather E.)
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For fixed E ≫ M and RS = 2E ≫ R, there is at least one critical impact

parameter bc = βcE = βcRS/2 (with βc some dimensionless number of the order of

unity, which Shibata, Okawa, and Yamamoto [44] have estimated to be about 2.5/v),

that should be independent of E, say with value ≈ 2.5, in the limit E/M → ∞ and

RS/R → ∞, such that for impact parameter b infinitesimally on one side of bc, the

two objects will, at least eventually, form a single black hole, but for b infinitesimally

on the other side of bc, the two objects will scatter separately to infinity (though

leaving open the possibility that either of the objects might separately become a

black hole even if it were not one originally, or that both might become black holes

that never merge).

It is perhaps simplest to assume that for fixed E ≫ M and RS = 2E ≫ R, there

is a unique critical impact parameter bc such that for all smaller impact parameters,

b < bc, the two objects eventually merge and form a single black hole, but for all

larger impact parameters, b > bc, the two objects scatter separately to infinity.

However, near the end of this paper I shall discuss the possibility that this might

not be true, and that there might instead be a larger odd number of critical impact

parameters bc. Counting with positive integers n, with n = 1 for the smallest

critical impact parameter bc = bc,1 (so that at all lower values of b, that is for all

0 ≤ b < bc,1, a single black hole forms), each odd critical impact parameter, bc,2n−1,

has, for b infinitesimally smaller than bc,2n−1, the two objects merging to form a

single black hole and has, for b infinitesimally larger than bc,2n−1, the two objects

scattering separately to infinity. Conversely, each even critical impact parameter,

bc,2n, has, for b infinitesimally smaller than bc,2n, the two objects scattering separately

to infinity and has, for b infinitesimally larger than bc,2n, the two objects merging to

form a single black hole.

In the following, when I discuss the impact parameter bc, if in fact there are

more than one, I shall mean by bc the particular critical impact parameter at which

the largest fraction f of the fixed total energy E is emitted into gravitational waves

of energy ∆E = fE. Similarly, βc ≡ bc/E will denote the dimensionless quantity

analogous to that particular critical impact parameter.

When b is much smaller than bc = βcE, it appears that the fraction f of the

initial COM energy E that is radiated into gravitational waves of energy ∆E = fE
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is significantly less than unity (approximately 0.14 ± 0.03 for a head-on collision,

b = 0, when E ≫ M [43]), and it seems that increasing b increases f = ∆E/E.

On the other hand, when b is much larger than bc = βcE, the two objects have

a small scattering angle and also do not emit a large fraction of their energy into

gravitational radiation, and ∆E, the amount radiated, goes down with increasing

b as the scattering angle also decreases. Therefore, there should be some value in

between for b, say bm = βmE, at which the maximum fraction f = ∆E/E, say fm,

of the total COM energy E (which is to be kept fixed when b is varied) is emitted

as gravitational wave energy ∆E. If there are in fact more than one critical impact

parameters, it also seems possible that f does not decrease monotonically from fm

as b is moved in either direction away from bm, so that there may be more than one

local maximum for f (perhaps one for each odd critical impact parameter bc,2n−1),

but I am taking fm to be the global maximum for f . It seems plausible that bm

would be close to the critical impact parameter bc (so βm is close to βc), especially

in the limit E/M → ∞ and RS/R → ∞, but here I shall not assume that this needs

to be true.

Now Conjecture 1, a slight generalization of the 2007 speculation of Pretorius

and Khurana [37] to an arbitrary pair of initial objects of finite size, is that in the

limit γ ≡ E/M → ∞ and RS/R → ∞, fm → 1.

Slightly stronger is Conjecture 2, that at the critical impact parameter bc that

has the largest f = ∆E/E for finite E/M and finite RS/R, when one takes the limit

γ ≡ E/M → ∞ and RS/R → ∞, f = ∆E/E at this γ-dependent bc approaches 1.

However, in 2012 Sperhake, Berti, Cardoso, and Pretorius (SBCP) [57] performed

numerical calculations that led them to the contrary conclusion: “An extrapolation

of our results to the limit γ → ∞ suggests that about half of the center-of-mass

energy of the system can be emitted in gravitational radiation, while the rest must

be converted into rest-mass and spin energy.”

Here I wish to revisit the question of what fraction f = ∆E/E of the initial

COM energy E can be emitted in gravitational wave energy ∆E in the limit that

γ ≡ E/M is taken to infinity. Despite the numerical evidence presented by [57], I

shall argue that it is more plausible that f can be made arbitrarily near 1 by taking

γ to infinity while fine tuning the impact parameter b appropriately.
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2 Ultrarelativistic Collisions of Black Holes

My arguments should generalize to apply for any pair of objects with total linear

size R and with M the sum of their rest masses (here not the total ADM mass of the

spacetime, which is what I shall denote by the total energy E), when one separately

boosts the two objects so that the center-of-momentum (COM) energy E is much

greater than both R and M (in units with G = c = 1). However, for simplicity

and concreteness let me assume that the two objects are initially Schwarzschild

(nonrotating) black holes having positive rest masses m1 andm2, with M = m1+m2

and R = 2m1 + 2m2 = 2M if one uses the Schwarzschild radius of each black hole

as its linear size.

Then the critical impact parameter that gives the largest f = ∆E/E out of all

critical impact parameters (if there is more than one) should be

bc = bc(m1, m2, E) = β2(m1/E,m2/E)E, (2)

with the dimensionless function β2(m1/E,m2/E), a symmetric function of its two

dimensionless arguments, going to a constant, which I shall call β0, in the limit that

m1/E → 0 and m2/E → 0 (which is implied by the single limit M/E → 0):

β0 ≡ lim
M/E→0

bc
E
. (3)

For impact parameter b just infinitesimally larger than this particular critical

impact parameter bc, the two black holes (each initially much smaller than the

impact parameter, since their Schwarzschild radii, 2m1 and 2m2, are much smaller

than bc ∼ E, leaving out the dimensionless factor β2(m1/E,m2/E) that is expected

to be of the order of unity) do not merge into a larger black hole. On the other

hand, for impact parameter b just infinitesimally smaller than the critical impact

parameter bc, the two black holes would merge into a larger black hole.

In this example, there are four independent quantities that with G = c = 1

have the dimension of mass or length or time, namely m1, m2, E, and b, and hence

there are three independent dimensionless ratios, namely m1/E, m2/E, and b/E.

At the critical impact parameter bc given by Eq. (2), there are only two independent

dimensionless ratios, namely m1/E and m2/E.
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It is also interesting to restrict to an even simpler model in which each initially

Schwarzschild black hole has the same mass, m1 = m2 = M/2, so that then there

are only three independent quantities that have the dimension of mass or length or

time, namely M , E, and b, and hence there are only two independent dimensionless

ratios, namely γ ≡ E/M and β ≡ b/E (here not equal to v/c =
√

1− 1/γ2). At the

particular critical impact parameter bc that gives the maximum f = ∆E/E out of

all critical impact parameters if there are more than one, which now has the form

bc = bc(E,M/2,M/2) = β1(γ)E, (4)

there is only one independent dimensionless ratio, namely γ ≡ E/M . The fraction

f = ∆E/E of the initial energy E that is radiated into gravitational waves with

energy ∆E at the critical impact parameter would then be a function only of γ, and

the question under dispute is how f(γ) depends on γ in the limit that γ is taken to

infinity.

3 Qualitative Argument for Ultrarelativistic Scat-

tering Near the Critical Impact Parameter

Here I shall restrict to the simplest model, with two initially incoming Schwarzschild

black holes, each of mass M/2, which in the COM have opposite spatial momenta

each of magnitude p = (M/2)γv with equal gamma-factors, γ = 1/
√
1− v2, so that

the total energy in the COM frame is E = Mγ, and with total angular momentum

J = bp with impact parameter b = J/p = 2J/(Ev) that is near the critical impact

parameter bc = β1(γ)E with the maximum f = ∆E/E (out of all critical impact

parameters, if there are more than one, not out of all possible values of the im-

pact parameter b). I shall describe the picture Pretorius and Khurana [37] painted

and then argue that it seems generally qualitatively correct, despite the opposing

arguments of Sperhake, Berti, Cardoso, and Pretorius (SBCP) [57].

In particular, the idea is that near the critical impact parameter bc = β1(γ)E,

the two black holes, each of size much smaller than the critical impact parameter

bc when γ = E/M ≫ 1 as I shall always assume, spiral inward while radiating

away almost all their initial energy, until they coalesce at the center to form a black
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hole that on a logarithmic scale has a mass closer to the original total rest mass

M than to the initial COM energy E = Mγ. At each time t that is measured by

a static observer in the COM frame at radial infinity, let r(t) be some measure of

the distance of each black hole from the center of momentum, such as the proper

distance along a spacelike geodesic from the center of momentum that at this center

is orthogonal to the worldline of the center of momentum.

With the black holes orbiting around the COM at very nearly the speed of

light, one would expect, in analogy with the quadrupole formula, that the sum of

the rest masses and kinetic energies of the black holes, which I shall call Eh (not

including the gravitational potential energy, which would be expected to be much

smaller than Eh for the ultrarelativistic motion, and not including the gravitational

radiation energy EGW ≈ E − Eh, which would carry away significant amounts of

energy to cause Eh to decrease) would decrease at a rate per time that would be

roughly proportional to (Eh/r)
2, assuming that the shape of the orbit is nearly a

self-similar equiangular spiral. Dividing this radiation power outflow from the two

black holes by the negative radial velocity vr = dr/dt, which would be expected to

have a magnitude 1–2 orders of magnitude smaller than unity but still be of the

general order of unity (i.e., not having any strong dependence on γ when γ ≫ 1),

and including an unknown numerical factor of α, one gets (here initially ignoring

the effect of the absorption of gravitational waves by the black holes)

dEh

dr
∼ 1

α

E2

h

r2
, (5)

which leads to a solution that asymptotically, as r decreases far below the original

impact parameter b, has the form Eh ∼ αr for the total rest mass plus kinetic energy

of the two black holes.

Sperhake, Berti, Cardoso, and Pretorius [57] argue that, even in the limit γ → ∞,

a significant fraction of the kinetic energy of the two black holes is not radiated away

but falls into the black holes to increase their sizes significantly. Here I shall argue

that the fraction of the total energy that falls into the black holes goes to zero in

the limit that one takes γ to infinity, so long as at each γ one chooses the impact

parameter b to be near the critical impact parameter bc giving the largest f = ∆E/E

out of all critical impact parameters (if there are more than one). Alternatively, one
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could choose b to be near bm, the value of b that maximizes f without restricting to

critical impact parameters, though I would expect bm to be near bc for each value

of γ, at least for γ ≫ 1.

The argument is that during most of the inspiral, when most of the energy is

radiated into gravitational waves, the black holes, initially each of mass m = M/2 =

E/(2γ) ≪ bc ∼ E and hence each of Schwarzschild radii 2m = M = E/γ, are so

much smaller than the region of linear size ∼ r ∼ Eh where the gravitational wave

energy is localized near the black hole orbits before it flows outward, that only a

tiny fraction of this energy will be absorbed by the black holes.

Let me make a crude model to estimate the order of magnitude of the fraction

F ≡ 1 − f of the initial total COM energy E that is absorbed by the black holes,

as a function of γ = E/M when it is large, and when b is sufficiently close to either

bc or to bm for that γ. Each black hole of rest mass m has an effective cross section

for absorbing gravitational radiation that is m2 multiplied by some dimensionless

number (depending on the frequency spectrum of the gravitational radiation in the

frame of the black hole and which is 27π for gravitational radiation of wavelength

very short compared with the Schwarzschild radius 2m of the black hole when it

is nonrotating, which is the geometric optics limit in which null geodesics fall into

a Schwarzschild black hole when they have impact parameter b <
√
27m [93, 94]).

Therefore, the rate of gravitational wave energy absorbed by each black hole is

some dimensionless number multiplying m2ρ, where ρ is the energy density of the

gravitational waves at the location of the black hole. One can crudely approximate ρ

to be the energy in gravitational waves within the distance r of the COM origin that

is the distance each black hole is from that origin at the time t of absorption, divided

by the volume ∼ 4πr3/3 inside that region. Since the gravitational wave energy is

produced at a rate ≈ −dEh/dt ∼ dEh/dr and is flowing generally outward with an

effective radial velocity near the speed of light (c = 1), the energy within the distance

r of the COM origin is of the order of rdEh/dr, giving an effective gravitational wave

energy density ρ ∼ (rdEh/dr)/r
3 = (1/r2)dEh/dr, dropping factors of the order of

unity such as 4π/3 and various velocities in units of the speed of light.
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For the total rate of the increase of Eh, the time-dependent the rest mass plus

kinetic energy of the two black holes, if we now add the positive contribution of

the absorption of gravitational waves to the negative contribution from the emission

of the gravitational waves, and divide by the negative vr = dr/dt, we get, as an

improvement over Eq. (5),

dEh

dr
∼ 1

α

E2

h

r2
− δ

m2

r2
dEh

dr
, (6)

where I have introduced a second unknown dimensionless factor δ to take into ac-

count the unknown factors of the order of unity that were dropped in the previous

paragraph. Of course, Eq. (6) can readily be rearranged to give

dEh

dr
∼
(

1 + δ
m2

r2

)

−1
1

α

E2

h

r2
. (7)

Next, we need to get an approximate differential equation for how m evolves as

r decreases. If each black hole were absorbing radiation whose center-of-momentum

energy were at rest in the COM frame (i.e., if there were no energy flux in that

frame), the mass would increase at a rate that is γh ≡ (1/2)Eh/m times the rate of

its energy increase from the absorption of gravitational waves that was approximated

above by −(m2/r2)(dEh/dt), so then

dm

dt
∼ −1

2

Eh

m

m2

r2
dEh

dt
. (8)

Replacing the factor of 1/2 by a third unknown dimensionless factor of ǫ to take

into account the uncertainty in the mean effective velocity of the gravitational waves,

rearranging Eq. (8), and combining it with Eq. (7) gives

r

m

dm

dr
∼ −ǫ

Eh

r

dEh

dr
∼ −

(

1 + δ
m2

r2

)

−1
ǫ

α

E3

h

r3
. (9)

One can then combine Eqs. (7) and (9) to get the rate at which the logarithm of m

increases when the logarithm of Eh decreases:

d lnm

d lnEh

≡ Eh

m

dm

dEh

∼ −ǫ
E2

h

r2
. (10)

One can see from Eq. (7) that when δm2/r2 ≪ 1, as r decreases with time as

the black holes spiral closer together, say with initial conditions Eh ∼ E at r ∼ r0,

Eh ∼ αr

1 + αr/E − r/r0
, (11)
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so that as r drops far below r0 and E, Eh approaches αr. Therefore, during this

stage of the evolution, when Eh ∼ αr, Eq. (10) gives

d lnm

d lnEh
∼ −ǫα2, (12)

so
m

m0

∼
(

Eh

E

)−α2ǫ

∼
(

αr

E

)

−α2ǫ

, (13)

where m0 = M/2 = E/(2γ) is the initial rest mass of each black hole (with the sum

of the two initial black hole rest masses being 2m0 = M = E/γ), and where the

initial value of Eh, the total rest mass plus kinetic energies of the two black holes, is

the constant total COM energy E = γM = 2γm0, and where the initial value of r

at the beginning of inspiral is r0 ∼ b ∼ E, assuming b ∼ bc = βE with β ∼ βc ∼ 1.

The black holes will merge when m ∼ r, so that

1 ∼ m

r
= m0

1

r

m

m0

∼ E

2γ

α

Eh

(

Eh

E

)−α2ǫ

=
α

2γ

(

Eh

E

)−1−α2ǫ

. (14)

Therefore, one gets that the fraction F of the initial total COM energy R that is

not radiated into gravitational waves is approximately

F ≡ 1− f ∼ Eh

E
∼
(

α

2γ

)
1

1+α
2
ǫ

∼
(

α

2γ

)p

, (15)

with exponent

p ∼ 1

1 + α2ǫ
. (16)

Therefore, for large γ ≡ E/M = E/(2m0), F = 1 − f goes to zero as a positive

power of 1/γ, though without numerical calculations the exponent, p ∼ 1/(1+α2ǫ),

which lies in the range between 0 and 1, cannot be predicted precisely.

The numerical coefficient of the power of 1/γ, here crudely estimated to be

(α/2)p, would also be expected to have relatively small corrections from ignoring

nonzero values of δ and E/r0 − α and from also ignoring various departures from

the power-law relations assumed above. However, in any case the evidence seems

strong that the fraction of energy radiated away goes to zero as a positive power

of 1/γ when γ is taken to infinity, with the exponent apparently being positive but

less than one.
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4 Possible Reasons for the Contrary Conclusion

of Sperhake, Berti, Cardoso, and Pretorius

Now I wish to examine some of the possible reasons for the contrary conclusion

of Sperhake, Berti, Cardoso, and Pretorius [57], “An extrapolation of our results

to the limit γ → ∞ suggests that about half of the center-of-mass energy of the

system can be emitted in gravitational radiation, while the rest must be converted

into rest-mass and spin energy.”

First, the numerical data SBCP used only went up to γ = 2.49, which is some-

what large compared with unity, but hardly large enough to form definite conclusions

about what happens when γ is taken to infinity. For example, Sperhake, Cardoso,

Pretorius, Berti, and González [43] found that a good fit to their head-on collision

data of the fraction, which I am hereby labeling f0(γ) = ∆E/E, of the gravitational

wave energy radiated, ∆E, out of the total energy, E, for impact parameter b = 0

as a function of γ ≡ E/M (with my M and E, not their M which is the total ADM

mass that is my E, and not their E which is my ∆E) is given by the Zero Frequency

Limit (ZFL) formula [14], the right hand side of Eq. (3) in [43], with the energy

cutoff for the ZFL evaluated as E∞ = 0.14± 0.03, say E∞ = 0.14 for the numerical

values below, so that Eq. (3) in [43] can be written as

f0(γ) = 0.14

(

1 +
1

2γ2
− (4γ2 − 1) ln (γ +

√
γ2 − 1)

2γ3
√
γ2 − 1

)

= 0.14

(

3− v2

2
− (1− v2)(3 + v2)

1

4v
ln

1 + v

1− v

)

= 0.14
∞
∑

n=2

8(n− 1)v2n

(2n− 3)(2n− 1)(2n+ 1)

= 0.14
(

8

15
v4 +

16

105
v6 +

8

105
v8 +

32

693
v10 +

40

1287
v12 +

16

715
v14 +· · ·

)

.(17)

For γ = 2.49, this formula gives a fraction f0(2.49) = 0.077 that is only 55% as

large as the γ → ∞ limit of 0.14, which does not seem sufficient for obtaining firm

conclusions about the γ → ∞ limit.

Second, SBCP [57] fit to a formula that, as 1/γ → 0, approaches a constant with

a deviation proportional to 1/γ, rather than to (1/γ)p with the smaller exponent

p = 1/(1 + α2ǫ) that my analysis gives. Therefore, it is perhaps not surprising that
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they did not see the slower decrease of 1− f = (E −∆E)/E to zero for γ → ∞.

In particular, SBCP fit their numerical estimates for what I am calling f(γ) =

∆E/E, the fraction of the total energy E radiated as gravitational waves of energy

∆E at the γ-dependent critical impact parameter b = bc = βcE, with the following

formula for what I shall label as fSBCP(γ), in terms of the fraction f0(γ) at b = 0:

fSBCP(γ) =
f0(γ)

RSBCP(γ)
, RSBCP(γ) = 0.34(1− 1/γ). (18)

Let me compare different fits to the data given for initially nonrotating black

holes in Table I of [57] for f(γ) = ∆E/E, which is the product of what is labeled

in Table I as K/M = (γ − 1)/γ and as Erad/K, with their Erad being the same

as my ∆E, the total gravitational wave energy radiated. These data for f(γ) are

(here retaining all 6 digits from multiplying the 3-digit values of K/M and Erad/K

in Table I, leaving rounding to fewer digits until later)

f(1.22) = 0.160 921, f(1.88) = 0.298 116, f(2.49) = 0.343 252. (19)

More relevant for my arguments that f(γ) → 1 as γ → ∞ are the values for

F (γ) ≡ 1− f(γ) = Mf/E = (final rest mass Mf )/(total energy E), (20)

where Mf is the final mass of the black hole that forms for impact parameter b

infinitesimally below the critical impact parameter bc. Table I of [57] then implies

F (1.22) = 0.839 079, F (1.88) = 0.701 884, F (2.49) = 0.656 748. (21)

The SBCP fitting function fSBCP(γ) of Eqs. (17) and (18) then gives what I call

FSBCP(γ) = 1− 0.14/0.34

(1− 1/γ)

(

1 +
1

2γ2
− (4γ2 − 1) ln (γ +

√
γ2 − 1)

2γ3
√
γ2 − 1

)

, (22)

with values

FSBCP(1.22) = 0.854 = 1.018F (1.22),

FSBCP(1.88) = 0.676 = 0.963F (1.88),

FSBCP(2.49) = 0.620 = 0.944F (2.49), (23)

which have an rms error relative to the numerical values of F (γ) of about 4.0%.
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However, since my Eq. (15) for the asymptotic behavior of F (γ) has two unknown

parameters, α and ǫ (ignoring weak dependencies on the other unknown dimension-

less parameters such as δ and E/r0 − α), for a fair comparison I should replace

the one-parameter SBCP fitting function fSBCP(γ) = f0(γ)/RSBCP(γ), having its

one fitted constant 0.34 in RSBCP(γ) = 0.34(1− 1/γ), with a two-parameter fitting

function f2(γ) = f0(γ)/R2(γ) with R2(γ) = a− b/γ, having two fitting parameters,

a and b. Then a least-squares fit to the numerical data for f(γ) given in Eq. (19)

yields a = 0.389 and b = 0.406 after rounding to 3 digits, and hence

F2(γ) = 1− f0(γ)

(0.389− 0.406/γ)

= 1− 0.14

(0.389− 0.406/γ)

(

1 +
1

2γ2
− (4γ2 − 1) ln (γ +

√
γ2 − 1)

2γ3
√
γ2 − 1

)

. (24)

This fit gives

F2(1.22) = 0.8408 = 1.0021F (1.22),

F2(1.88) = 0.7018 = 0.9999F (1.88),

F2(2.49) = 0.6577 = 1.0014F (2.49), (25)

which have an rms error relative to the numerical values of F (γ) of only about 0.14%,

a remarkably good fit, but perhaps the extreme excellency of this fit is somewhat

spurious because of the numerical uncertainties of the values of F (γ) given in Eq.

(21) derived from the SBCP Table I of [57].

In contrast to these fits that have 1/γ appearing linearly in RSBCP(γ) and R2(γ)

(though there is a term asymptotically going as (ln γ)/γ2 in f0(γ) given by Eq. (17)

from the right hand side of the ZFL Eq. (3) of [43] that originally came from Eq.

(2.20) of [14]), the derivation in Section 3 above of the large-γ asymptotic form given

by Eq. (15) suggests a fit by Fp(γ) = Aγ−p with two parameters, p ∼ 1/(1 + α2ǫ)

and A ∼ (α/2)p. Then a least-squares fit of the three numerical values of lnF (γ)

by lnA− p ln γ gives, to three digits each, A = 0.892 and p = 0.343 = (0.7)3, or

Fp(γ) = 0.892 γ−0.343. (26)

This fit gives α ∼ 1.44, ǫ ∼ 0.93 (though I would not assign much precision to

these estimated values, because of the uncertainty of the extrapolation to γ ≫ 1).
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Then Fp(γ) = 0.892 γ−0.343 gives

Fp(1.22) = 0.833 = 0.993F (1.22),

Fp(1.88) = 0.718 = 1.023F (1.88),

Fp(2.49) = 0.652 = 0.993F (2.49), (27)

which has an rms relative error of about 1.46%, a bit over 10 times the rms relative

error of F2(γ). However, since the numerical error of the data for F (γ) in Eq. (21)

is likely to be a few percent, it seems that both formulas fit the three data points

of Eq. (21) quite well. Certainly Eq. (26) for Fp(γ) looks simpler than Eq. (24) for

F2(γ), and appears even simpler than Eq. (22) for FSBCP(γ) that does not fit quite

so well, though since the complication arises mostly from the complexity of Eq. (17)

for f0(γ), the fraction of energy radiated in a head-on collision, which is theoretically

determined by the Zero Frequency Limit of [14] with only the one free parameter

E∞ from the frequency cutoff, there is actually only one free parameter that is fit

to the data in Eq. (22), namely the fraction 0.14/0.34 = 7/17 ≈ 0.412.

The main point is that Eq. (15) has the theoretical justification given in Section 3,

as an approximate asymptotic formula for large γ = E/M = (total energy)/(rest mass),

whereas the factors of 1− 1/γ and 0.389− 0.406/γ in Eqs. (22) and (24) appear to

be rather ad hoc. And even if Eq. (15) is not quite the correct asymptotic form for

the fraction of energy not radiated when γ ≫ 1, the fact that during most of the

evolution the black holes are expected to be much smaller than their separations

very strongly suggests that they cannot absorb a large fraction of the initial energy.

A third possible reason for the disputed conclusion of Sperhake, Berti, Cardoso,

and Pretorius [57], that F = 1 − f = (E − ∆E)/E remains bounded below by a

positive number when γ is taken to infinity, is that the 2007 results of Pretorius

and Khurana [37] suggest that f = ∆E/E, the fraction of the initial total energy

E going into the energy ∆E, is a very sensitive function of the impact parameter

b when it is near the critical impact parameter bc. Therefore, it might be the case

that for the crucial data SBCP calculated at γ = 2.49, which was done with impact

parameter b = 2.749E (in my notation; they use M for the total ADM mass that

I call E), might not have been near enough to the impact parameter bm = βmE
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that would maximize the fraction f = ∆E/E going into gravitational waves at that

value of γ = E/M (where my M is the sum of the initial two rest masses of the

black holes).

An observation supporting the hypothesis that with the limited computational

resources available, SBCP were not able to tune the impact parameter close enough

to the value bm that would give the maximum energy radiated to correctly evaluate

what that maximum is for each γ, is the fact that Figure 1 of [57] shows that the

example they calculated for their maximum γ, γ = 2.49, does not have the black hole

separation decreasing monotonically before they reach their minimum separation

and then move apart. I would expect that at b = bm, and also at b = bc, the critical

impact parameter that maximizes f = ∆E/E out of all critical impact parameters,

the separation between the two black holes would decrease monotonically until the

black holes merge. Therefore, Figure 1 seems to be evidence that SBCP were not

able to tune the impact parameter sufficiently precisely to obtain the maximum

fraction f of energy radiated. Of course, this is not a criticism of their heroic

effort to learn what they could at as large a value of γ that was feasible with their

calculational resources, but it does suggest that even more resources will be needed

to find numerical evidence convincingly suggesting whether or not the final black

hole (if the impact parameter b is infinitesimally smaller than the critical impact

parameter bc = βcE for fixed total energy E that maximizes f = ∆E/E at that E)

can have a mass Mf such that Mf/E → 0 as M/E → 0.

Actually, the ‘zoom-whirl’ behavior of the two black holes SBCP calculated

for γ ≡ E/M = 2.49 (giving v ≈ 0.9158) and impact parameter b = 2.755E ≈
1.009E(2.5/v) (incidentally fitting very closely to the estimate of Shibata, Okawa,

and Yamamoto [44] that bc ≈ 2.5E/v) suggests to me that perhaps that value of b

SBCP used is closer to a critical dimensionless impact parameter that is different

from the one that maximizes f = ∆E/E and which I would expect would lead to

something close to an equiangular spiral in which the separation of the two black

holes decreases monotonically until they merge (if b is infinitesimally below the bc

that maximizes f). So far the data gives me only a weak hint of the possibility

that there may be more than one critical impact parameter, and that the fraction
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f = ∆E/E of energy radiated into gravitational waves might not have a single local

maximum as a function of γ = E/M . However, it would be very interesting to

explore this intriguing possibility.

I might initially guess that the number N of local maxima of f might grow

approximately linearly with γ, and that the number of critical impact parameters

might be 2N − 1 (say if there is one local maximum of f for each odd-numbered

critical impact parameter). This would suggest that for fixed total energy E ≫ M

and fixed initial total rest mass M = E/γ, although the global maximum for f

would occur for b = βmE ∼ E, f(b) might have some oscillatory structure with a

period of the order of δb ∼ M = E/γ. On the other hand, this would give a range

for all 2N − 1 critical impact parameters of ∆b ∼ Nδb ∼ E, whereas I would expect

the ratio of the range of the oscillatory behavior to the value of bm (with bm giving

the global maximum for f for the fixed values of E and M) to decrease as γ is

increased, so perhaps the typical period of the oscillations, say δb, goes as bm ∼ E

multiplied by a power of 1/γ = M/E that is larger than one, so that δb becomes far

smaller than M for large γ. Or, perhaps the number N of local maxima of f might

increase slower than linearly with γ, so that the typical period of the oscillations,

δb, could remain of the order of M but the range, ∆b ∼ Nδb, could become much

smaller than bm for large γ. In any case, it would be very interesting to see what

the behavior of f(γ) is as a function of γ = E/M when it becomes large, and to

check whether it exhibits any oscillations, giving more than one local maximum.

Perhaps when the computational resources become available for making many

more calculations at slightly different impact parameters for the same γ, and ideally

also for larger γ, it might become more apparent whether or not the fraction F of

the total energy that does not get radiated does approach zero as γ is increased

indefinitely with β ≡ b/E tuned to the γ-dependent value βm(γ) that maximizes

the fraction f = 1− F of the total energy that is radiated for each γ = E/M .

Another argument for F (γ) → 0 as γ → ∞ is that in the limit 1/γ = 0 at fixed

total energy E, the rest mass of each black hole, M/2 = E/(2γ), goes to zero, so

initially one has two incoming Aichelburg-Sexl metrics [13], corresponding to the

gravitational fields of two classical massless point particles. In this case there are,
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at least initially, no black holes to absorb any of the energy, so when SBCP argue

[57] that “absorption sets an upper bound on the maximum energy that can be

radiated,” it would seem that no absorption would occur in the M = 0 limit, since

there are no black holes to absorb the energy (until the two massless particles form

a single black hole).

One weakness of this last argument is that it might occur that in the Aichelburg-

Sexl limit, as massless particle A collides with the gravitational shock wave of mass-

less particle B, the gravitational shock wave field of A might focus the gravitational

shock wave field of B to form a black hole separate from a black hole that might

form from the field of B focusing the shock wave of A. Thus perhaps two black holes

might form that conceivably each could have its rest mass be a fraction of the total

energy that is bounded below by a positive number. In this case that positive num-

ber would give a lower bound on the ratio Mf/E for the final black hole that forms

with impact parameter b slightly below the critical impact parameter bc.

This conceptual possibility raises the question of whether these possible two dis-

tinct holes each engulf the corresponding massless particle, which might limit the

number of black holes that form to that pair, or whether the two holes that might

form from the focusing of the gravitational shock wave of one massless particle by

the shock wave of the other might form behind the massless particles rather than

engulfing them. This latter possibility raises the question of whether the gravita-

tional fields of the two persisting massless particles might focus to produce even

more pairs of black holes. Although I am rather sceptical that the gravitational

fields of the two massless particles can form even one pair of black holes that persist

before merging to form one final black hole (if b < bc) or eventually flying apart (if

b > bc), if two black holes can form without engulfing the massless particles, it would

seem conceivable that an arbitrarily large number of pairs of black holes could form

from suitable tuning of β = b/E, and even that an arbitrarily large number could

survive the encounter rather than merging if b < bc.

However, the more plausible possibility for 1/γ = M/E = 0 seems to be that

the two massless particles that are the source of the original pair of Aichelburg-Sexl

metrics cannot form separate black holes but only a single black hole if they merge.
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In this case, there are never any separate black holes to absorb any of the radiation,

and it seems most plausible that by fine tuning the ratio β = b/E of the impact

parameter b to the total energy E to the critical value β0, all of the energy would be

radiated away before the two particles merge and disappear at a naked singularity

corresponding to a final single black hole in the limit that its mass goes to zero.

5 Conclusions

In this paper I have given arguments that the 2007 conjecture of Pretorius and Khu-

rana [37] is essentially correct, that all but an arbitrarily small fraction of the total

energy E of ultrarelativistic objects of original total rest mass M can be converted

to gravitational waves if M/E can be taken small enough. (I do not argue that

all of the kinetic energy can be converted, since the final total rest mass Mf could

be larger than M , but only that as M/E is taken to zero, Mf/E also approaches

zero with the proper fine tuning of the impact parameter.) The argument for two

original black holes with M/E ≪ 1 is that during most of the gravitational wave

emission, the black holes are so much smaller than the region where most of the

gravitational wave energy is located that they can absorb only a tiny fraction of it,

with this fraction going to zero as M/E is taken to zero.

Contrary arguments in 2012 by Sperhake, Berti, Cardoso, and Pretorius do not

seem sufficient to refute this argument, since (1) they could only calculate the emis-

sion near the critical impact parameter for γ ≤ 2.49, (2) they used a rather ad hoc

fitting function that does not agree with the theoretical expectations put forward

in this paper, and (3) they do not seem to have been able to tune the impact pa-

rameter close enough to the critical value to get a convincingly good estimate of the

maximum fraction of energy that could be emitted for their finite values of E/M .
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gravitational field and equations of motion of two pointlike objects: The post-

linear approximation of general relativity,” Gen. Rel. Grav. 13, 963-1004 (1981)

doi:10.1007/BF00756073.

[19] G. ’t Hooft, “Graviton Dominance in Ultrahigh-Energy Scattering,” Phys. Lett.

B 198, 61-63 (1987) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(87)90159-6.

20



[20] D. Amati, M. Ciafaloni and G. Veneziano, “Superstring Collisions at Planckian

Energies,” Phys. Lett. B 197, 81 (1987) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(87)90346-7.

[21] D. Amati, M. Ciafaloni and G. Veneziano, “Classical and Quantum Gravity

Effects from Planckian Energy Superstring Collisions,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 3,

1615-1661 (1988) doi:10.1142/S0217751X88000710.

[22] I. J. Muzinich and M. Soldate, “High-Energy Unitarity of Gravitation and

Strings,” Phys. Rev. D 37, 359 (1988) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.37.359.

[23] B. Sundborg, “High-energy Asymptotics: The One Loop String Ampli-

tude and Resummation,” Nucl. Phys. B 306, 545-566 (1988) doi:10.1016/0550-

3213(88)90014-4.

[24] D. Amati, M. Ciafaloni and G. Veneziano, “Higher Order Gravitational Deflec-

tion and Soft Bremsstrahlung in Planckian Energy Superstring Collisions,” Nucl.

Phys. B 347, 550-580 (1990) doi:10.1016/0550-3213(90)90375-N.

[25] P. D. D’Eath and P. N. Payne, “Gravitational radiation in high speed black hole

collisions. 1. Perturbation treatment of the axisymmetric speed of light collision,”

Phys. Rev. D 46, 658-674 (1992) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.46.658.

[26] P. D. D’Eath and P. N. Payne, “Gravitational radiation in high speed

black hole collisions. 2. Reduction to two independent variables and calcula-

tion of the second order news function,” Phys. Rev. D 46, 675-693 (1992)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.46.675.

[27] P. D. D’Eath and P. N. Payne, “Gravitational radiation in high speed black

hole collisions. 3. Results and conclusions,” Phys. Rev. D 46, 694-701 (1992)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.46.694

[28] D. Amati, M. Ciafaloni and G. Veneziano, “Planckian scattering beyond the

semiclassical approximation,” Phys. Lett. B 289, 87-91 (1992) doi:10.1016/0370-

2693(92)91366-H.

[29] M. W. Choptuik, “Universality and scaling in gravitational collapse of a mass-

less scalar field,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 70, 9-12 (1993) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.70.9.

21



[30] T. Banks and W. Fischler, “A Model for high-energy scattering in quantum

gravity,” [arXiv:hep-th/9906038 [hep-th]].

[31] J. J. Levin, “Gravity waves, chaos, and spinning compact binaries,” Phys. Rev.

Lett. 84, 3515 (2000) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.84.3515 [arXiv:gr-qc/9910040 [gr-

qc]].

[32] D. M. Eardley and S. B. Giddings, “Classical black hole pro-

duction in high-energy collisions,” Phys. Rev. D 66, 044011 (2002)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.66.044011 [arXiv:gr-qc/0201034 [gr-qc]].

[33] E. Kohlprath and G. Veneziano, “Black holes from high-energy beam-

beam collisions,” JHEP 06, 057 (2002) doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2002/06/057

[arXiv:gr-qc/0203093 [gr-qc]].

[34] H. Yoshino and Y. Nambu, “Black hole formation in the grazing

collision of high-energy particles,” Phys. Rev. D 67, 024009 (2003)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.67.024009 [arXiv:gr-qc/0209003 [gr-qc]].

[35] S. B. Giddings and V. S. Rychkov, “Black holes from colliding wavepack-

ets,” Phys. Rev. D 70, 104026 (2004) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.70.104026

[arXiv:hep-th/0409131 [hep-th]].

[36] H. Yoshino and V. S. Rychkov, “Improved analysis of black hole forma-

tion in high-energy particle collisions,” Phys. Rev. D 71, 104028 (2005) [er-

ratum: Phys. Rev. D 77, 089905 (2008)] doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.71.104028

[arXiv:hep-th/0503171 [hep-th]].

[37] F. Pretorius and D. Khurana, “Black hole mergers and unstable circular or-

bits,” Class. Quant. Grav. 24, S83-S108 (2007) doi:10.1088/0264-9381/24/12/S07

[arXiv:gr-qc/0702084 [gr-qc]].

[38] S. B. Giddings, D. J. Gross and A. Maharana, “Gravitational effects

in ultrahigh-energy string scattering,” Phys. Rev. D 77, 046001 (2008)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.77.046001 [arXiv:0705.1816 [hep-th]].

22

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9906038
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/9910040
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0201034
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0203093
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0209003
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0409131
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0503171
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0702084
http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.1816


[39] C. Gundlach and J. M. Martin-Garcia, “Critical phenomena in gravitational

collapse,” Living Rev. Rel. 10, 5 (2007) doi:10.12942/lrr-2007-5 [arXiv:0711.4620

[gr-qc]].

[40] S. B. Giddings and M. Srednicki, “High-energy gravitational scat-

tering and black hole resonances,” Phys. Rev. D 77, 085025 (2008)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.77.085025 [arXiv:0711.5012 [hep-th]].

[41] D. Amati, M. Ciafaloni and G. Veneziano, “Towards an S-matrix description of

gravitational collapse,” JHEP 02, 049 (2008) doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2008/02/049

[arXiv:0712.1209 [hep-th]].

[42] G. Veneziano and J. Wosiek, “Exploring an S-matrix for gravitational col-

lapse. II. A Momentum space analysis,” JHEP 09, 024 (2008) doi:10.1088/1126-

6708/2008/09/024 [arXiv:0805.2973 [hep-th]].

[43] U. Sperhake, V. Cardoso, F. Pretorius, E. Berti and J. A. Gonzalez, “The

high-energy collision of two black holes,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 161101 (2008)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.161101 [arXiv:0806.1738 [gr-qc]].

[44] M. Shibata, H. Okawa and T. Yamamoto, “High-velocity collision of two

black holes,” Phys. Rev. D 78, 101501 (2008) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.78.101501

[arXiv:0810.4735 [gr-qc]].

[45] J. Healy, J. Levin and D. Shoemaker, “Zoom-Whirl Orbits in Black Hole Bina-

ries,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 131101 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.131101

[arXiv:0907.0671 [gr-qc]].

[46] U. Sperhake, V. Cardoso, F. Pretorius, E. Berti, T. Hinderer and N. Yunes,

“Cross section, final spin and zoom-whirl behavior in high-energy black hole colli-

sions,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 131102 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.131102

[arXiv:0907.1252 [gr-qc]].

[47] M. W. Choptuik and F. Pretorius, “Ultra Relativistic Particle Collisions,”

Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 111101 (2010) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.111101

[arXiv:0908.1780 [gr-qc]].

23

http://arxiv.org/abs/0711.4620
http://arxiv.org/abs/0711.5012
http://arxiv.org/abs/0712.1209
http://arxiv.org/abs/0805.2973
http://arxiv.org/abs/0806.1738
http://arxiv.org/abs/0810.4735
http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.0671
http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.1252
http://arxiv.org/abs/0908.1780


[48] U. Sperhake, V. Cardoso, F. Pretorius, E. Berti, T. Hinderer and N. Yunes,

“Ultra-relativistic grazing collisions of black holes,” [arXiv:1003.0882 [gr-qc]].

[49] E. Berti, V. Cardoso, T. Hinderer, M. Lemos, F. Pretorius, U. Sperhake and

N. Yunes, “Semianalytical estimates of scattering thresholds and gravitational

radiation in ultrarelativistic black hole encounters,” Phys. Rev. D 81, 104048

(2010) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.81.104048 [arXiv:1003.0812 [gr-qc]].

[50] S. B. Giddings, M. Schmidt-Sommerfeld and J. R. Andersen, “High en-

ergy scattering in gravity and supergravity,” Phys. Rev. D 82, 104022 (2010)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.82.104022 [arXiv:1005.5408 [hep-th]].

[51] V. Cardoso, L. Gualtieri, C. Herdeiro, U. Sperhake, P. M. Chesler, L. Lehner,

S. C. Park, H. S. Reall, C. F. Sopuerta and D. Alic, et al. “NR/HEP:

roadmap for the future,” Class. Quant. Grav. 29, 244001 (2012) doi:10.1088/0264-

9381/29/24/244001 [arXiv:1201.5118 [hep-th]].

[52] C. Gundlach, S. Akcay, L. Barack and A. Nagar, “Critical phenomena at the

threshold of immediate merger in binary black hole systems: the extreme mass

ratio case,” Phys. Rev. D 86, 084022 (2012) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.86.084022

[arXiv:1207.5167 [gr-qc]].

[53] S. Akcay, L. Barack, T. Damour and N. Sago, “Gravitational self-force and

the effective-one-body formalism between the innermost stable circular orbit and

the light ring,” Phys. Rev. D 86, 104041 (2012) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.86.104041

[arXiv:1209.0964 [gr-qc]].

[54] L. Rezzolla and K. Takami, “Black-hole production from ultrarelativis-

tic collisions,” Class. Quant. Grav. 30, 012001 (2013) doi:10.1088/0264-

9381/30/1/012001 [arXiv:1209.6138 [gr-qc]].

[55] W. E. East and F. Pretorius, “Ultrarelativistic black hole formation,”

Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, no.10, 101101 (2013) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.101101

[arXiv:1210.0443 [gr-qc]].

24

http://arxiv.org/abs/1003.0882
http://arxiv.org/abs/1003.0812
http://arxiv.org/abs/1005.5408
http://arxiv.org/abs/1201.5118
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.5167
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.0964
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.6138
http://arxiv.org/abs/1210.0443


[56] D. Bini and T. Damour, “Gravitational radiation reaction along general or-

bits in the effective one-body formalism,” Phys. Rev. D 86, 124012 (2012)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.86.124012 [arXiv:1210.2834 [gr-qc]].

[57] U. Sperhake, E. Berti, V. Cardoso and F. Pretorius, “Universality, maxi-

mum radiation and absorption in high-energy collisions of black holes with spin,”

Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, no.4, 041101 (2013) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.041101

[arXiv:1211.6114 [gr-qc]].

[58] C. R. Galley and R. A. Porto, “Gravitational self-force in the ultra-

relativistic limit: the ‘large-N ’ expansion,” JHEP 11, 096 (2013)

doi:10.1007/JHEP11(2013)096 [arXiv:1302.4486 [gr-qc]].

[59] T. Damour, F. Guercilena, I. Hinder, S. Hopper, A. Nagar and L. Rez-

zolla, “Strong-Field Scattering of Two Black Holes: Numerics Versus Analyt-

ics,” Phys. Rev. D 89, no.8, 081503 (2014) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.89.081503

[arXiv:1402.7307 [gr-qc]].

[60] A. Gruzinov and G. Veneziano, “Gravitational Radiation from Massless Parti-

cle Collisions,” Class. Quant. Grav. 33, no.12, 125012 (2016) doi:10.1088/0264-

9381/33/12/125012 [arXiv:1409.4555 [gr-qc]].

[61] M. Ciafaloni, D. Colferai and G. Veneziano, “Emerging Hawking-Like Ra-

diation from Gravitational Bremsstrahlung Beyond the Planck Scale,” Phys.

Rev. Lett. 115, no.17, 171301 (2015) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.171301

[arXiv:1505.06619 [hep-th]].

[62] J. Healy, I. Ruchlin, C. O. Lousto and Y. Zlochower, “High Energy Collisions

of Black Holes Numerically Revisited,” Phys. Rev. D 94, no.10, 104020 (2016)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.94.104020 [arXiv:1506.06153 [gr-qc]].

[63] U. Sperhake, E. Berti, V. Cardoso and F. Pretorius, “Gravity-dominated

unequal-mass black hole collisions,” Phys. Rev. D 93, no.4, 044012 (2016)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.044012 [arXiv:1511.08209 [gr-qc]].

25

http://arxiv.org/abs/1210.2834
http://arxiv.org/abs/1211.6114
http://arxiv.org/abs/1302.4486
http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.7307
http://arxiv.org/abs/1409.4555
http://arxiv.org/abs/1505.06619
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.06153
http://arxiv.org/abs/1511.08209


[64] M. Ciafaloni, D. Colferai, F. Coradeschi and G. Veneziano, “Unified limiting

form of graviton radiation at extreme energies,” Phys. Rev. D 93, no.4, 044052

(2016) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.044052 [arXiv:1512.00281 [hep-th]].

[65] E. Berti, V. Cardoso, L. C. B. Crispino, L. Gualtieri, C. Herdeiro and U. Sper-

hake, “Numerical Relativity and High Energy Physics: Recent Developments,”

Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 25, no.09, 1641022 (2016) doi:10.1142/S0218271816410224

[arXiv:1603.06146 [gr-qc]].

[66] T. Damour, “Gravitational scattering, post-Minkowskian approximation

and Effective One-Body theory,” Phys. Rev. D 94, no.10, 104015 (2016)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.94.104015 [arXiv:1609.00354 [gr-qc]].

[67] A. Addazi, M. Bianchi and G. Veneziano, “Glimpses of black hole forma-

tion/evaporation in highly inelastic, ultra-planckian string collisions,” JHEP 02,

111 (2017) doi:10.1007/JHEP02(2017)111 [arXiv:1611.03643 [hep-th]].

[68] D. Bini and T. Damour, “Gravitational scattering of two black holes at the

fourth post-Newtonian approximation,” Phys. Rev. D 96, no.6, 064021 (2017)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.96.064021 [arXiv:1706.06877 [gr-qc]].

[69] T. Damour, “High-energy gravitational scattering and the general rel-

ativistic two-body problem,” Phys. Rev. D 97, no.4, 044038 (2018)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.97.044038 [arXiv:1710.10599 [gr-qc]].

[70] F. Pretorius and W. E. East, “Black Hole Formation from the Collision of

Plane-Fronted Gravitational Waves,” Phys. Rev. D 98, no.8, 084053 (2018)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.98.084053 [arXiv:1807.11562 [gr-qc]].

[71] M. Ciafaloni, D. Colferai and G. Veneziano, “Infrared features of gravitational

scattering and radiation in the eikonal approach,” Phys. Rev. D 99, no.6, 066008

(2019) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.99.066008 [arXiv:1812.08137 [hep-th]].

[72] Z. Bern, C. Cheung, R. Roiban, C. H. Shen, M. P. Solon and M. Zeng,

“Scattering Amplitudes and the Conservative Hamiltonian for Binary Systems

26

http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.00281
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.06146
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.00354
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.03643
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.06877
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.10599
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.11562
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.08137


at Third Post-Minkowskian Order,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, no.20, 201603 (2019)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.201603 [arXiv:1901.04424 [hep-th]].

[73] A. Addazi, M. Bianchi and G. Veneziano, “Soft gravitational radiation from

ultra-relativistic collisions at sub- and sub-sub-leading order,” JHEP 05, 050

(2019) doi:10.1007/JHEP05(2019)050 [arXiv:1901.10986 [hep-th]].

[74] Z. Bern, C. Cheung, R. Roiban, C. H. Shen, M. P. Solon and M. Zeng, “Black

Hole Binary Dynamics from the Double Copy and Effective Theory,” JHEP 10,

206 (2019) doi:10.1007/JHEP10(2019)206 [arXiv:1908.01493 [hep-th]].

[75] D. Bini, T. Damour and A. Geralico, “Novel approach to binary dynamics:

application to the fifth post-Newtonian level,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, no.23, 231104

(2019) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.231104 [arXiv:1909.02375 [gr-qc]].

[76] L. Barack, M. Colleoni, T. Damour, S. Isoyama and N. Sago, “Self-force ef-

fects on the marginally bound zoom-whirl orbit in Schwarzschild spacetime,”

Phys. Rev. D 100, no.12, 124015 (2019) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.100.124015

[arXiv:1909.06103 [gr-qc]].

[77] T. Damour, “Classical and quantum scattering in post-Minkowskian grav-

ity,” Phys. Rev. D 102, no.2, 024060 (2020) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.102.024060

[arXiv:1912.02139 [gr-qc]].

[78] Z. Bern, H. Ita, J. Parra-Martinez and M. S. Ruf, “Universality in the classical

limit of massless gravitational scattering,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, no.3, 031601

(2020) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.031601 [arXiv:2002.02459 [hep-th]].

[79] D. Bini, T. Damour and A. Geralico, “Sixth post-Newtonian nonlocal-in-

time dynamics of binary systems,” Phys. Rev. D 102, no.8, 084047 (2020)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.102.084047 [arXiv:2007.11239 [gr-qc]].

[80] D. Bini, T. Damour, A. Geralico, S. Laporta and P. Mastrolia, “Gravitational

dynamics at O(G6): perturbative gravitational scattering meets experimental

mathematics,” [arXiv:2008.09389 [gr-qc]].

27

http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.04424
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.10986
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.01493
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.02375
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.06103
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.02139
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.02459
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.11239
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.09389


[81] P. Di Vecchia, C. Heissenberg, R. Russo and G. Veneziano, “Universality

of ultra-relativistic gravitational scattering,” Phys. Lett. B 811, 135924 (2020)

doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135924 [arXiv:2008.12743 [hep-th]].

[82] T. Damour, “Radiative contribution to classical gravitational scattering

at the third order in G,” Phys. Rev. D 102, no.12, 124008 (2020)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.102.124008 [arXiv:2010.01641 [gr-qc]].

[83] P. Di Vecchia, C. Heissenberg, R. Russo and G. Veneziano, “Radia-

tion Reaction from Soft Theorems,” Phys. Lett. B 818, 136379 (2021)

doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136379 [arXiv:2101.05772 [hep-th]].

[84] Z. Bern, J. Parra-Martinez, R. Roiban, M. S. Ruf, C. H. Shen, M. P. Solon and

M. Zeng, “Scattering Amplitudes and Conservative Binary Dynamics at O(G4),”

Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, no.17, 171601 (2021) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.171601

[arXiv:2101.07254 [hep-th]].

[85] E. Herrmann, J. Parra-Martinez, M. S. Ruf and M. Zeng, “Gravitational

Bremsstrahlung from Reverse Unitarity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, no.20, 201602

(2021) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.201602 [arXiv:2101.07255 [hep-th]].

[86] P. Di Vecchia, C. Heissenberg, R. Russo and G. Veneziano, “The eikonal ap-

proach to gravitational scattering and radiation at O(G3),” JHEP 07, 169 (2021)

doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2021)169 [arXiv:2104.03256 [hep-th]].

[87] E. Barausse, E. Berti, V. Cardoso, S. A. Hughes and G. Khanna, “Divergences

in gravitational-wave emission and absorption from extreme mass ratio bina-

ries,” Phys. Rev. D 104, no.6, 064031 (2021) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.104.064031

[arXiv:2106.09721 [gr-qc]].

[88] D. Bini, T. Damour and A. Geralico, “Radiative contributions to

gravitational scattering,” Phys. Rev. D 104, no.8, 084031 (2021)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.104.084031 [arXiv:2107.08896 [gr-qc]].

28

http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.12743
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.01641
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.05772
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.07254
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.07255
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.03256
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.09721
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.08896


[89] G. Veneziano and G. A. Vilkovisky, “Angular momentum loss in gravitational

scattering, radiation reaction, and the Bondi gauge ambiguity,” Phys. Lett. B 834,

137419 (2022) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137419 [arXiv:2201.11607 [gr-qc]].

[90] P. Di Vecchia, C. Heissenberg, R. Russo and G. Veneziano, “The eikonal op-

erator at arbitrary velocities I: the soft-radiation limit,” JHEP 07, 039 (2022)

doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2022)039 [arXiv:2204.02378 [hep-th]].

[91] Gabriele Veneziano, “Lessons from the Ultra-Relativistic Frontier,”

KITP Conference: Storming the Gravitational Wave Frontier, 2022

April 20, doi:10.26081/K63931 https://online.kitp.ucsb.edu/online/gwaves-

c22/veneziano/.

[92] Frans Pretorius, “The classical ultra-relativistic scattering problem,”

KITP Program: High-Precision Gravitational Waves, 2022 May 20,

doi:10.26081/K6CS87 https://online.kitp.ucsb.edu/online/gwaves22/pretorius/.

[93] Y. Hagiwara, Jap. J. Astron. Geophys. 8, 67-175 (1931).

[94] C. G. Darwin, “The gravity field of a particle,” Proc. Roy. Soc. (London) A

249, 180-194 (1958).

29

http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.11607
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.02378

	1 Introduction
	2 Ultrarelativistic Collisions of Black Holes
	3 Qualitative Argument for Ultrarelativistic Scattering Near the Critical Impact Parameter
	4 Possible Reasons for the Contrary Conclusion of Sperhake, Berti, Cardoso, and Pretorius
	5 Conclusions

