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1 Introduction

The realization that black holes have an entropy SBH ∝ 1/~, and that they radiate as
black bodies at a temperature T ∝ ~, has profound implications for the quantum theory of
gravity. It has proven exceedingly difficult to formulate a theory that fully explains these
facts. Attempts to quantize general relativity using standard methods of quantum field
theory fails to account for the entropy, and the resulting entropy productinon seems to run
afoul of at least one of the bedrock principles of locality, causality and unitarity upon which
the formalism rests.

String theory has had some success explaining the entropy of near-extremal black holes,
by enumerating ensembles of bound states of its various extended objects that become black
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holes at strong coupling. Through the AdS/CFT correspondence, black hole thermodynam-
ics maps to that of an equivalent dual quantum field theory; given the correspondence, for
which there is ample evidence, unitarity is ensured. But the fate of locality and causality
have proven more elusive, as the inherently non-local nature of the duality map obscures our
view of near-horizon dynamics and the structure of the black hole interior.

If black holes arise as brane bound states, and carry the associated brane charges, they
can radiate those charges. The emission probability is governed by the change in entropy
between the initial and final states [1, 2, 3]

Γ ∼ exp
[
∆S(M,Q, J)

]
= exp

[
Sfinal − Sinitial

]
. (1.1)

This result is quite general – it applies to the radiation of angular momentum and charge (for
a review, see for instance [4]), as well as strings [5]; it even applies to the fragmentation of an
AdS2 black hole into two smaller AdS2 black holes [6], and so applies universally to charged
and rotating black holes very near extremality, where the geometry always approaches AdS2

near the horizon.
For the creation of typical uncharged, massless Hawking quanta, one has ∆S = Ebrane/T ∼

O(1), and a more precise calculation including the various prefactors is necessary; but for
rare processes, the change in the entropy is the dominant effect. Charge emission is such
a rare event, because the presence of a macroscopic charge in the black hole enhances its
entropy for a given energy above extremality, and removing charge correspondingly reduces
it. Moreover, charged Hawking quanta are massive, and as a result their emission is sup-
pressed by an exponential factor exp[−m/T ]; in addition, one must pay a price for the charge
emission governed by the chemical potential at the horizon exp[−qA(rhor)/T ]. The produc-
tion rate is thus strongly suppressed, and the change in the black hole entropy is indeed the
dominant effect.

In a related context, the pair production rate for charged black holes in an external field
also includes a factor of the entropy for the final state black holes [7, 8, 9]

Γ ∼ ΓSchw exp
[
SBH

]
(1.2)

where ΓSchw is the Schwinger pair production rate. Both here and in (1.1), it is natural to
interpret the factor exp[Sfinal] as the density of final black hole states, which are unresolved;
one is computing an inclusive process. What about the initial state entropy factor in (1.1)?
It plays the same role as the tunneling transition probability ΓSchw does in the production
of charged pairs, and so it is natural to interpret it as the typical matrix element (squared)
of the emission process.

This result is compatible with the Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis [10], which
models matrix elements of “simple” operators O in a thermal system as〈

Ef

∣∣O∣∣Ei

〉
= FO(Ē) δfi + e−S(Ē)/2GO(Ē, ω)Rfi (1.3)

where Ē = 1
2
(Ef + Ei) is the average energy, ω = Ef − Ei is the transition energy, and R is

a random matrix of unit variance; FO and GO are smooth functions of their respective argu-
ments. The result (1.1) indicates that this structure extends to the Hamiltonian governing
the internal black hole dynamics, and its coupling to the black hole exterior. Here we are
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imagining that we can approximately separate the degrees of freedom into those realizing the
enormous entropy of the black hole, and the low-energy gravitational effective field theory
that governs the dynamics outside the horizon. We can then model the matrix elements for
the initial black hole state |Ei〉 to make a transition to the final black hole state |Ef〉 plus
an additional particle in the “thermal atmosphere” outside the black hole, via〈

Ef

∣∣Hint

∣∣Ei

〉
= e−SBH(Ei)/2GH(Ē, ω)Rfi (1.4)

where ω = Ef − Ei < 0 for a decay process. Squaring and summing over final states leads
to (1.1). Conversely, the adjoint matrix elements with Ef > Ei are involved in the absorption
of quanta. Now the e−SBH(Ef) suppression in the adjoint matrix element cancels against the
sum over final states, and the absorption probability is order one.

Let us compute the result (1.1) in a well-studied class of examples, namely toroidally
compactified black branes in string theory, and interpret the result.

2 Black Dp-branes

Consider the example of toroidally compactified black Dp-branes in string theory (see [11,
12] for reviews, and conventions). We can work in coordinates1 where the (string frame)
supergravity fields take the form

ds2 = H−1/2
(
− f dτ 2 + dxp ·dxp

)
+ 2
√

1− f/f0 dτ dr +H1/2
(dr2

f0

+ r2dΩ2
8−p

)
(2.1)

f(r) = 1−
(r0

r

)7−p
, H(r) = 1 +

(r0

r

)7−p
sinh2 β , eΦ = H

3−p
4 (2.2)

C01...p = g−1
s coth β

(
H−1 − 1

)
. (2.3)

Here f0 is any function regular at the horizon, for instance f0 =f+const ., and xi are period-
ically identified with period R. Dimensionally reducing along the toroidal compactification,
the black Dp-brane is simply a black hole charged under the gauge potential

A0 =

∫
Tp

C01...p dx
1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxp , (2.4)

in a dilaton gravity theory, where the dilaton incorporates the warping of the torus volume.
The conserved charge Q, mass M and thermodynamic quantities associated to this solu-

tion can be parametrized via

M =
(8− p)Ω8−pR

p

2µ2g2
s

r7−p
0

(
1 +

7− p
8− p

sinh2 β
)

, T =
7− p

4πr0 cosh β

Q =
(7− p)Ω8−p

2µ2gs
r7−p

0 sinh β cosh β , S =
4πΩ8−pR

p

2µ2g2
s

r8−p
0 cosh β

(2.5)

1Related to standard Schwarzschild coordinates t, r,Ω8−p by the time shift dt = dτ+
√

1− f/f0H1/2dr/f ,
and a corresponding gauge transformation of the antisymmetric tensor gauge field, such that the geometry has
no coordinate singularities at the horizon. There is nothing particularly special about these coordinates; any
coordinate system adapted to the Killing vectors that is non-singular at the horizon will do, e.g. Eddington-
Finkelstein.
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where Ωn = 2π(n+1)/2

Γ( 1
2

(n+1))
is the volume of the unit n-sphere, and 2µ2 = (2π)7(α′)4. Note that

Q ∝ N , the number of Dp-branes in the background:(r0

`s

)7−p
sinh β cosh β = cpgsN , cp =

(
2
√
π
)5−p

Γ
[

1
2
(7− p)

]
(2.6)

One has the first law of black hole thermodynamics

dM = T dS + A0(r0) dQ . (2.7)

It is sometimes useful to work in (or near) the decoupling limit [13, 14] in which grav-
itational dynamics in the near-extremal, near-horizon regime is conjectured to be exactly
dual to the U(N) gauge theory which arises as the low-energy limit of the brane dynamics
(for p ≤ 5). This limit sends `s → 0 with the energy RE and the effective gauge coupling
gYMR

3−p ∼ gs(R/`s)
3−p held fixed with respect to the scale of the torus. For instance, for

p = 3 the limiting theory has the geometry AdS5 × S5 in (periodically identified) Poincare
coordinates, dual to N = 4 super Yang-Mills on a spatial torus. These decoupled theories
have a rich phase structure [15, 16, 17] as one dials the effective coupling and energy density
above extremality.2 The proper size of the torus grows as a power of r in the decoupled
theory, so dimensional reduction along the torus is not particularly appropriate; one should
really think of the black object as a compactified black brane rather than a black hole.

In the decoupled systems usually considered in gauge/gravity duality (for instance, in
global AdS spacetimes), black holes do not evaporate; rather, the flux of Hawking radiation
vanishes asymptotically and so the black hole sits in equilibrium in a thermal atmosphere
of its own Hawking radiation. The usual Hawking evaporation dynamics via uncharged
modes proceeds when we extract excitations from the tail of this thermal atmosphere near
the spatial boundary of the decoupled geometry, either manually using boundary operators,
or by restoring the asymptotically flat region, which opens the Dp-brane throat onto flat
space at some arbitrarily large radius. Then what were formerly bound state wavefunctions
of the uncharged excitations have some small amplitude at the nexus between the top of
the throat and the asymptotically flat region. This amplitude determines the rate at which
uncharged modes leak out of the throat. But regardless of whether this standard decay
channel is available, the brane bound state can disaggregate into its N constituent branes in
situations where a Coulomb branch of the brane dynamics is available, with the energy above
extremality in the black hole converted to kinetic energy of the branes as they wander away.
By making the throat deep enough, one can ensure that charged radiation is the dominant
effect, and the analysis here continues to apply even when the geometry is asymptotically
flat.

3 The Hawking process

The toroidally compactified gauge theory has a Coulomb branch along which Dp-branes can
escape the metastable black brane bound state at finite cost in energy. The gravitational

2In particular, the very low energy dynamics has been interpreted via dualities in terms of boosted
Schwarzschild black holes in toroidally compactified M-theory [18, 19, 20]. As the black brane sheds energy
and charge, it will carve a path through the phase diagram.
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dual of this process is Hawking radiation of quanta charged under the gauge field (2.4),
which is often thought of as resulting from the creation of entangled brane-antibrane pairs
near the horizon which gradually separate, one member of the pair escaping the black hole
to spatial infinity, and the other occupying a negative energy state inside the black hole. In
the decoupled theory, uncharged Hawking quanta are bound to the vicinity of the black hole
(their energy flux integrated over angular spheres vanishes asymptotically), and so charged
radiation – the rare process that is our focus here – is the only available channel by which
the system can decay.3

The probability amplitude for pair creation is dominated by the near-horizon region,
where either the particle member of the created pair must execute a non-classical trajectory
to escape from inside the horizon, or the anti-particle member of the pair must tunnel into
the black hole from outside. The tunneling amplitude can be estimated by WKB methods
pioneered in [21] and refined in [22, 23, 1, 2, 3]. The effective worldline action of the brane’s
center of mass degrees of freedom is reparametrization invariant

Sbrane =
1

2

∫
dξ
√
γ
[
γ−1Gµν(x)∂ξx

µ∂ξx
ν − µ

]
− q

∫
Aµ(x)dxµ ; (3.1)

passing to the Hamiltonian form of the action, the Hamiltonian is constrained to vanish, and
the imaginary part of the reduced action

∫
p · dx comes from the radial contribution

ImSbrane = Im
[ ∫ rout

rin

dr pr

]
. (3.2)

One now solves the Hamiltonian constraint for the radial momentum pr in terms of the
other canonical variables. Due to the vanishing of gττ at the horizon, pr has a pole at the
horizon whose residue is determined entirely by the conserved charges (the energy E and
charge q of the quantum) and their corresponding conjugate potentials, as well as the surface
gravity κ [1, 5]

pr ∼
E − qA0(r0)

κ(r − r0)
. (3.3)

The radial integral across the horizon is carried out by deforming the contour slightly into the
complex r plane to avoid the pole, and picking up half the residue. Using the fact that the
conserved charges carried away by the escaping quanta subtract from those of the remaining
black hole, and applying the first law of black hole thermodynamics (2.7), one has

ImSbrane =
1

2

E − qA0(r0)

TBH

= −1

2

δMBH − δQBHA0(r0)

TBH

= −1

2
δSBH , (3.4)

which is the advertised result (1.1) when we square the WKB amplitude eiSbrane to evaluate
the semiclassical transition probability. This result straightforwardly generalizes to spinning
black branes [24] and the radiation of quanta carrying angular momentum, or any other
conserved charge [5], and highlights the universality and genericity of the radiation process.

3If one restores the asymptotically flat region starting at some large radius away from the brane, then
there is a competition between uncharged and charged radiation channels which one can control by varying
the scale at which the crossover to flat space takes place.
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While we have not incorporated the back-reaction of the emitted quantum on the ambient
near-horizon geometry, it is possible to solve the constraints of the bulk gravity theory cou-
pled to the worldvolume dynamics of the escaping quantum [22, 23, 1, 2, 3]. The constraints
can be boiled down to a coupling between the radial dynamics of the quantum in terms of
the conjugate pair r, pr on the worldline, and the conjugate pair of gravitational variables
given by the horizon area A and the Rindler time Θ near the horizon. This coupling relates
the change in the horizon area to the worldline reduced action beyond the linearized level,
and extends the result (1.1) beyond small changes in the entropy.

Once emitted via the averaged transition probability Γ ∼ exp[δSBH], a Hawking quantum
encounters the ambient geometry. There is a transmission amplitude for the quantum to
escape to infinity, and a reflection amplitude to be re-absorbed by the black hole. This
is the greybody filter that surrounds any black hole (see e.g. [25]), whose effects are not
incorporated in the above calculation, but could be included by a more detailed analysis
of the path integral for the escaping quantum as it propagates away from the very near-
horizon region. For instance, uncharged quanta in the decoupling limit lie in bound state
wavefunctions, and so will always reach some maximum radius and fall back into the black
hole (or if they are massless quanta, reach the spatial boundary and reflect back into the
black hole). On the other hand, charged quanta with sufficient initial radial momentum
will escape onto the Coulomb branch of the Dp-branes and travel to spatial infinity along a
timelike trajectory.

4 Interpretation

The WKB calculation of black hole radiance highlights the central role of the classical hori-
zon; the entire emission probability (apart from greybody factors) comes from the infinites-
imal neighborhood of the horizon, which is where the geometry encodes the information
about the density of initial and final states.

It seems that given the validity of gauge/gravity duality, the horizon serves as a proxy
in the effective theory for the unresolved black hole density of states, and is not a causal
barrier per se in the theory at finite ~ where the density of states is finite. Classical black
holes are black because an incident quantum is easily absorbed into a phase space whose
volume diverges in the ~→ 0 limit, which it ergodically explores forever; the probability of
return vanishes. Quantum black holes are not black, and there is no causal barrier to them
emitting the information stored in them; the emission probability is the essentially kinematic
factor (1.1) embodying the likelihood that energy and charge etc. stored in the black hole
leaks out into the much smaller region of phase space consisting of ordinary effective field
theory quanta outside the black hole. The emission amplitude is a small tail near the horizon
of the coherent wavefunction of the black hole’s underlying entropic degrees of freedom.

The situation here is analogous to a flat band of microstates in a material, such as
a partially filled Landau level (so that there is a large density of states). One describes
excitations of this system in terms of the creation of (quasi)particle-hole pairs. Ignoring the
state of the Fermi sea (or more to the point, lacking the energy resolution to keep track
of it), one would say that the particle-hole pair is a Bell pair and that when one removes
the particle from the material, it is entangled with the hole and not with the rest of the
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state of the material. But the hole member of the pair is a proxy for a de-excited state of
the material with one fewer electron; the emitted electron is entangled with that state. If
one were to approximate the transition matrix element with some ETH-like approximation
along the lines of (1.4), and trace over the unresolved final states in the flat band, one would
generate a density matrix and wonder whether there was something wrong with unitarity in
the dynamics of flat bands.

The black hole is no different. The black hole with an anti-particle partner to the emitted
Hawking quantum is a less excited black hole; the anti-particle is a convenient fiction for
the purposes of the effective field theory calculation, and the “horizon” is the mechanism
by which it accounts for the black hole microstates, and the location where effective field
theory degrees of freedom outside the black hole gain access to those microstates. The small
emission probability (1.1) is essentially a consequence of the enormous phase space internal
to the black hole together with the Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis for off-diagonal
matrix elements of its dynamics. Causal structure doesn’t seem to enter into the discussion;
indeed, the above results point to the black hole “horizon” being not so much a causal
barrier as it is the portal to the black hole’s huge internal phase space, traversible in both
directions. The slow rate of emission of Hawking radiation is simply a consequence of the vast
disparity between the available phase space on either side of the “horizon”. The “horizon”
only becomes a causal barrier in the strict classical limit ~→ 0 where the size of the internal
phase space becomes infinite.

How much “reality” then should we ascribe to the effective field theory description of the
horizon, and the black hole interior beyond? It is the assumption that the internal structure is
well approximated by a semiclassical vacuum spacetime, in the vicinity of the horizon and for
some distance beyond, that leads to the information paradox [26] – particularly in its modern
presentation in terms of quantum entanglement [27]. The Hawking calculation (1) doesn’t
resolve which final state one has, (2) averages over initial states, and (3) doesn’t correctly
account for the change in the entropic degrees of freedom in the microstates resulting from the
transition. It erases all the entanglement between the emitted quantum and the remaining
black hole, replacing it by a density matrix.

This issue is put into stark relief by the above calculation of discharging a Dp-brane black
hole by the emission of the underlying Dp-branes. In the bulk effective field theory, the N
Dp-branes in the background travel a trajectory that is well-separated from the antibrane
Hawking partners. The Gauss law for the antisymmetric tensor gauge theory under which
the branes are charged keeps track of the initial infalling branes. The (timelike) singularity is
the source of the tensor gauge flux after the initial collapse. The Hawking process then draws
brane-antibrane pairs from the vacuum near the horizon that are completely entangled with
one another, and thus the emitted brane is not at all entangled or correlated with the the
original branes that formed the black hole, which are macroscopically spacelike separated
from this process. The emitted brane knows nothing about the microstate of the black hole
it emerged from, according to this line of reasoning.

In the dual gauge theory, on the other hand, the emitted brane is one of the N back-
ground branes in the initial bound state. It is entangled with the remaining N − 1 branes
rather than with some antibrane vacuum fluctuation. This suggests that the gravitational
description, rather than having vacuum structure at and just within the horizon, with the
emitted branes arising from vacuum fluctuations near the horizon, instead has a wavefunc-
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tion for the background branes with support at the horizon, and it is one of these branes
that undergoes the tunneling process calculated above. If the branes emerging are the same
branes that formed the black hole to begin with, then at any given moment some fraction
of those branes have to be lurking near the horizon, waiting for their chance to escape their
imprisonment. And then the Gauss law detects their presence, and one does not have the
effective field theory vacuum at and within the horizon. Unitarity of charged Hawking ra-
diation, and locality of the effective dynamics just outside the horizon, requires the charged
matter emerging from the horizon to be the original branes, on-shell at the horizon, with a
tiny amplitude governed by the matrix element (1.4). The “tunneling” amplitude calculated
above represents some average over the microstate dynamics. The emerging brane does not
come from further inside a black hole with vacuum geometry in the interior, as then the
brane would traverse a longer non-classical trajectory (3.2), leading to a further suppression
of the emission probability that is incompatible with the thermodynamics.

How can this be? Ordinary matter is destined to collapse into a singularity, leaving
vacuum geometry in its wake. Perhaps the answer lies in the fact that the entropy in the
black hole phase is associated to a deconfinement transition in the dual gauge theory [28].
This suggests that the horizon is a phase boundary, and that rather than being in a quiescent,
vacuum state, the black hole interior is in a non-geometric phase. The gravitational degrees
of freedom are a set of O(N0) collective modes of the gauge theory (associated to single-trace
operators) that are swamped in the deconfined phase by the full O(N2) set of supergluons.
There are of order 1/~ more species of excitation present than supergravity accommodates.
These excitations are both the source of black brane entropy, and serve to bind the branes
together, making their escape exponentially unlikely. But the plasma of internal brane
excitations is expected to be in causal contact with the collective modes describing the black
brane exterior, and influence the state of the thermal atmosphere so that Hawking quanta
carry away entanglement with the branes that initially formed the black hole. The emission
of a Hawking quantum de-excites the existing excited interior degrees of freedom rather than
exciting new degrees of freedom that were initially in a lower excitation state, maintaining
consistency with the reduced dimensionality of the state space at each step.

This picture of the dynamics of brane emission from a thermal brane bound state is
the strong-coupling version of what transpires at weak coupling. There, the branes are
bound together by the gas of nonabelian gluonic excitations. Adjoint scalars in the Yang-
Mills supermultiplet in particular are all excited, and prevent any one of the branes from
escaping. On rare occasions, all the off-diagonal modes binding one of the branes to the
others fluctuate into a low excitation state, allowing that brane to escape onto the Coulomb
branch. Here one certainly expects the emission rate to be governed by the sorts of generic
phase space considerations of the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis, leading to matrix
elements along the lines of (1.4) and decay rates of the sort (1.1). It is natural to suppose
that the horizon scale is the scale of support of the eigenvalue distribution of the adjoint
scalars in the thermally excited bound state at strong coupling, and marks the transition
between the black hole’s interior and exterior, with the exterior naturally associated with
the Coulomb branch of the brane dynamics.

Acknowledgments: The work of EJM is supported in part by DOE grant DE-SC0009924.
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