arXiv:hep-th/0111091 v2 21 Nov 2001

Reissner-Nordstrom Near Extremality from a Jackiw-Teitelboim Perspective

by

A.J.M. Medved

Department of Physics and Theoretical Physics Institute University of Alberta Edmonton, Canada T6G-2J1 [e-mail: amedved@phys.ualberta.ca]

ABSTRACT

In this paper, we investigate the near-extremal thermodynamics of the Reissner-Nordstrom (RN) black hole. Our methodology is based on a duality that exists between the near-horizon geometry of the near-extremal RN sector and Jackiw-Teitelboim (JT) theory. First, the described correspondence is reviewed at the classical level. Next, we consider first-order perturbations in the dual JT geometry by incorporating a quantum scalar field into the formalism. The novelty of our approach is that the matter field is endowed with a 4-dimensional pedigree. We ultimately find that back-reaction effects prohibit the JT black hole from losing all of its mass. This outcome directly implies that an RN black hole can not reach extremality and, moreover, can not even come arbitrarily close to an extremal state.

1 Introduction

A complete theory of quantum gravity currently remains a most formidable obstacle. Yet, much has been ascertained by considering gravitational effects in a semi-classical regime. At the forefront of such research has been the remarkable analogy between black hole mechanics and thermodynamic systems. Certainly, black hole analogies to the zeroth, first and second laws of thermodynamics have been well established with the appropriate identifications: the surface area of the black hole horizon with entropy [1, 2] and the surface gravity at the horizon with temperature [3]. However, a third law of black hole thermodynamics, although technically formulated [4], is still in need of much clarification before the thermodynamic analogy can be considered complete [5].

It is worth reviewing the third law as it applies to “conventional” systems. There are actually two formulations of this law; both of which can be attributed to Nernst [6]. Firstly, there is a formulation stating that the entropy of a system approaches a constant (which must be independent of all macroscopic parameters of the system) as the temperature approaches absolute zero. Typically, this constant is taken to be zero. Secondly, there is a formulation stating that it is impossible to reach absolute zero by a finite number of reversible processes. For ordinary thermodynamic systems, it is easy to show that these are equivalent statements. However, this is not the case for black holes as we shall soon see.

For sake of illustration, let us consider a Reissner-Nordstrom black hole (i.e., charged, spherically symmetric black hole in 4-dimensional spacetime) with mass M and charge Q. Examining the so-called extremal limit of M^2 → Q^2, we know that the surface gravity (i.e., temperature) goes as κ ∝ √ M^2 − Q^2, while the surface area (i.e., entropy) is given by A = 4π(M + √ M^2 − Q^2)^2 (with all fundamental constants set to unity). It is immediately clear that the Hawking temperature vanishes in the extremal limit, so one would expect that the corresponding entropy would either vanish or approach a constant parameter. Alas, this is not the case, as the extremal value of entropy clearly depends on a macroscopic parameter; namely, the mass M of the black hole.

Given the ambiguous nature of the extremal-limiting case, one is forced to choose between two possible revisions of the third law as applied to black hole thermodynamics. Either that the “enthropic” formulation of the third law holds in a weakened form (i.e., the zero-temperature limit does not coincide with a vanishing entropy) or there must be a discontinuity occurring near the zero-temperature limit (i.e., zero temperature may yield a state of vanishing entropy, but such a state can not be viewed as limiting case of a finitetemperature system). This dilemma has resulted in two very different schools of thought regarding the interpretation of extremal black holes.

On one hand, an extremal black hole is often interpreted as being a welldefined (zero-temperature) limit of its non-extremal counterpart. The most compelling argument on behalf of this viewpoint has come from string-theory calculations of black hole entropy. More specifically, Strominger and others [7, 8] have considered certain classes of weakly coupled string theory for which massive string states can be represented by extremal black holes. In these works, a statistical procedure has been used to generate the Bekenstein- Hawking area law (i.e., entropy is equal to one quarter of the surface area), precisely. If such a result is valid, then clearly the extremal limit must be well-defined with entropy being a non-vanishing, mass-dependent quantity in this limit.

On the other hand, it has been conjectured that extremal black holes and non-extremal black holes are qualitatively distinct entities, with no chance of one continuously deforming into the other. In this picture, extremal black holes are indeed assigned zero entropy, assuming that they can exist at all. Support for this point of view has come from various sources. Here, we take note of studies that closely examined the following issues: topological differences between non-extremal and extremal geometries [9, 10, 11, 12], extremal breakdowns occurring at perturbative order [13, 14, 15], infinitley long time periods required to achieve extremality [16], non-thermal behavior of an “incipient” extremal black hole [17] and violations in the second law for finite-entropy extremal black holes [18].

Suffice it to say, given these two conflicting viewpoints, there is still no consensus on the subject of extremal thermodynamics.

Let us now consider a recent paper, of relevance to this subject, by Fabbri, Navarro and Navarro-Salas [19]. These authors demonstrated a direct correspondence between the near-horizon behavior of near-extremal Reissner-Nordstrom (RN) black holes and a static geometry in AdS_2 (i.e., 2-dimensional anti-de Sitter spacetime).^1 What is particularly interesting

1This dual behavior originates, quite naturally, by way of the AdS_2/CFT_1 correspon-

about this correspondence is that it implies a duality between near-extremal RN black holes and near-massless black holes in Jackiw-Teitelboim (JT) theory [24]. Such a duality has intriguing ramifications regarding the third law of thermodynamics for the following reason. Massless JT black holes have both a vanishing temperature and a vanishing entropy. That is, with regard to JT theory, the third law of thermodynamics holds naturally in both of Nernst’s formulations. Given the eternal vagueness of what constitutes the “true physical picture” of any given system, this duality should be taken seriously as supporting the viewpoint of a well-defined extremal limit.

Fabbri et al. [19] continued on in their paper with an analysis of backreaction effects due to the presence of minimally coupled scalar fields. On this perturbative level, their rigorous analysis supported a well-defined extremal limit. However, here, we have to take issue with one point. The matter fields were assumed to be minimally coupled with regard to the JT black hole theory. Since the JT action, in this context, has its origins in a 4- dimensional theory, we feel that any matter fields should be subjected to the same criteria. That is, it can be argued that the matter fields should be, for instance, minimally coupled in the original 4-dimensional theory. In this case, the form of coupling in the dual 2-dimensional theory can only be ascertained after implementing the same dimensional-reduction ansatz as applied to the classical action. An investigation into this very matter is the topic of the current paper.

The content of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the correspondence that was found between near-extremal RN black holes and near-massless JT black holes [19]. Then, in Section 3, we consider quantum back-reaction effects to first-perturbative order. (The philosophy that underlies our approach is based on a study by Anderson, Hiscock and Taylor [14].) In particular, the quantum-corrected form of the surface gravity (or, equivalently, temperature) is calculated. After which, we determine if a massless black hole complies with a non-negative surface gravity; a necessary condition for any black hole thermodynamic system to have physical meaning. With an eye to completeness, this analysis is carried out for both a matter field that is minimally coupled in the effective 2-dimensional theory and in the original 4-dimensional theory. Note that, for the sake of brevity, much of the technical details of this section have been left to previously pub-

dence [20, 21, 22, 23].

lished papers by Kunstatter and this author [15, 25]. Finally, Section 4 closes with a summary and discussion of the results.

2 Near-Extremal Reissner-Nordstrom Black Holes

Fabbri, Navarro and Navarro-Salas [19] have recently demonstrated an explicit correspondence between near-extremal Reissner-Nordstrom (RN) black holes and near-massless black holes of 2-dimensional AdS gravity. In this section, we review this duality, as it is essential to the later analysis of this paper.

Let us begin with the 4-dimensional Einstein-Maxwell action:^2

I^{(4)} = 1 16πG ∫ d^4x √ −g^{(4)} [ R^{(4)} − F^{AB}F_{AB} ] , (1)

where G is the 4-dimensional Newton constant and F_{AB} is the Abelian fieldstrength tensor (A, B = 0, 1, 2, 3).

The unique static and spherically symmetric solution of this action can be described by the well-known RN metric:

ds^2 = − ( 1 − 2GM r + GQ^2 r^2 ) dt^2 + ( 1 − 2GM r + GQ^2 r^2 )_{−1} dr^2 + r^2dΩ^2, (2)

where M and Q represent the conserved quantities of black hole mass and black hole charge (respectively). If M^2G^2 > GQ^2, this is the solution for a charged, non-extremal black hole with two distinct horizons. These are given by: r_± = GM ± √ G^2M^2 − GQ^2. (3)

The thermodynamic properties of non-extremal, highly symmetric black holes are well established [1, 2, 3]. In the RN case, the associated entropy and temperature are respectively found to be: S_{BH} = A_+ 4h̄G = πr^2_+ h̄G , (4)

2For the duration of the paper, we work in units such that the speed of light and Boltzmann’s constant are set equal to unity.

T_H = h̄κ_+ 2π = h̄ r_+ − r_− 4πr^2_+

, (5)

where A_+ is the surface area and κ_+ is the surface gravity with respect to the outermost horizon.

For the case of extremal black holes (i.e., when G^2M^2 = GQ^2 or r_− = r_+), the associated thermodynamic properties remain an open issue (as discussed in Section 1). However, we can still safely consider a “near-extremal regime” by setting ΔM = M − M_o, where M^2_o = Q^2/G (with the charge Q assumed to be a fixed quantity). Then to leading order in √ ΔM: r_+ = GM_o + G √ 2M_oΔM, (6) ΔS_{BH} ≡ S_{BH} (M, Q) − S_{BH} (M_o) = 4πGM_o h̄ √ M_oΔM 2 (7) ΔT_H ≡ T_H (M, Q) − T_H (M_o) = h̄ 2πGM^2_o √ 2M_oΔM, (8)

where S_BH(M_o) = πGM^2_o /h̄ and T_H (M_o) = 0.

It is well known that imposing spherical symmetry on 4-dimensional Einstein-Maxwell gravity leads to a 2-dimensional effective theory.^3 After this procedure, the dimensionally reduced action can be expressed as follows (see, for example, refs.[27, 28]): I = ∫ d^2x √ −g [ ϕ^2 4l^2 R + 1 2l^2

(∇ϕ)^2 + 1 2l^2 − Q^2 2ϕ^2 ] , (9)

where the “dilaton” ϕ is identifiable with the radius of the symmetric twosphere, l^2 = G, the conserved charge is (still) given by Q, and all geometric quantities have been defined with respect to the resultant 1+1-dimensional manifold.

It is convenient to eliminate the kinetic term in Eq.(9) by way of the following field reparametrization [29]: ϕ = ϕ^2 4l^2

, (10)

3For futher discussion on the various aspects of 2-dimensional gravity, one should consult the series of papers in Ref.[26] (and references therein).

g_{μν} = √ ϕg_{μν} . (11) The reparametrized action then takes on the following form: I = ∫ d^2x √ −g [ ϕR(g) + 1 l^2

V_Q(ϕ) ] , (12)

where:

V_Q(ϕ) = 1 2 √ ϕ [ 1 − Q^2 4ϕ ] . (13)

It is pertinent to this analysis that the extremal configuration (i.e., the extremal RN limit assuming its existence) can be recovered when the “potential” V_Q(ϕ) vanishes. That is, when: ϕ = ϕ_o ≡ Q^2 4 . (14)

With this in mind, let us now define ϕ̃ = ϕ − ϕ_o and expand the action (12) about the extremal configuration. To first order in ϕ̃, the following is obtained: I = ∫ d^2x √ −g [ ϕ̃R(g) + 1 l^2

Ṽ_Q(ϕ̃) ] , (15)

where:

Ṽ_Q(ϕ̃) = dV^Q dϕ | | | | |_{ϕo} ϕ̃ = 4 |Q|^3 ϕ̃. (16)

Henceforth, we drop the tildes and bars; thus considering the following action: I = ∫ d^2x √ −gϕ [ R(g) + 2 λ l^2 ] , (17)

where λ = 2/|Q|^3. This is simply the action for 2-dimensional AdS gravity for which black hole solutions are known and commonly referred to as Jackiw- Teitelboim (JT) black holes [24].

It can be readily shown that, for a static gauge, the general solution of the JT action (17) is expressible as follows:

ds^2 = −(λ x^2 l^2 − ml)dt^2 + (λ x^2 l^2

− ml)^{−1}dx^2, (18) ϕ = x l , (19)

where m represents the conserved mass of the JT black hole. Moreover, with straightforward application of Ref.[30] (applicable to a generic 2-dimensional dilaton theory), we are able to identify the following thermodynamic properties: S_{JT} = 4π h̄ ϕ_+, (20) T_{JT} = h̄λ 2πl ϕ_+, (21)

where ϕ_+ = x_+/l = √ lm/λ is the horizon value of the dilaton field.

Recalling that λ = 2/|Q|^3, l^2 = G and Q^2 = GM^2_o , and also identifying m with ΔM, we can easily show the following: S_{JT} = 4πGM_o h̄ √ M_oΔM 2 , (22)

T_{JT} = h̄ 2πGM^2_o √ 2M_oΔM . (23)

A direct comparison of these outcomes with Eqs.(7,8) yields a couple of intriguing identifications:

S_{JT} = ΔS_{BH} , (24) T_{JT} = ΔT_H . (25) That is, the thermodynamic properties of a near-extremal black hole coincide with JT thermodynamics.

The massless (m → 0) limit in the JT sector appears to be a well-defined limiting procedure. Moreover, in this massless limit, S_{JT} → 0 as T_{JT} → 0; so the enthropic formulation of the third law of thermodynamics has been explicitly realized. With these observations, as well as the observed duality, it is tempting to conclude that extremal RN black holes can be interpreted as a limiting case of non-extremal solutions. However, such a conclusion is premature until back-reaction effects have properly been accounted for.

3 Perturbed Jackiw-Teitelboim Black Holes

3.1 General Setup

Generally speaking, the emission of Hawking radiation is expected to have repercussions on the underlying black hole geometry. This effect should be of particular importance near the extremal (or, for JT theory, massless) limit, where even the smallest changes in black hole mass can significantly deform the background geometry. To investigate the implications of such backreaction effects, we will suitably adapt an approach suggested by Anderson et al. [14].

Let us begin here by considering a JT black hole in a state of thermal equilibrium with a quantized matter field. This equilibrium state ensures that the perturbed geometry continues to be static and, hence, can be generically expressed in the following manner:

ds^2 = −e^{2ω(x)} [ λ x^2 l^2 − ml − lμ(x) ] dt^2 + [ λ x^2 l^2 − ml − lμ(x) ]_{−1} dx^2. (26)

With this ansatz, the quantum corrections are expressed in terms of a “mass correction” μ(x) and another function ω(x); both of which are required to vanish in the classical (h̄ → 0) limit. For future convenience, we will introduce a perturbative parameter ϵ ∼ h̄ << 1 and write:

μ(x) = ϵμ_1(x) + O(ϵ^2), (27)

e^{2ω(x)} = 1 + 2ϵω_1(x) + O(ϵ^2). (28)

Let us next consider the semi-classical Einstein equation:

G^μ_ν =< T^μ_ν > . (29)

Using the quantum-corrected metric (26) to describe the Einstein tensor (G^μ_ν ), one finds the following to first order in ϵ (see, for example, Ref.[31]):

ϵμ^′_1 = − < T^t_t >, (30)

ϵω^′_1 = l^3 2(λx^2 − l^3m) [ < T^x_x > − < T^t_t > ] , (31) where primes indicate differentiation with respect to x.

To check the consistency of the perturbed solution when near extremality, it is useful to consider the quantum-corrected surface gravity. The premise being that black hole thermodynamics can only have physical meaning when the surface gravity (or, equivalently, the temperature) maintains a non-negative value. Using standard calculational procedures [32], we have: κ = e^{−ω} 2 [ λ x^2 l^2 − lm − lμ ]_′| | | |_{x=x+ +q} , (32)

where x_+ = √ l^3m/λ is the classical horizon and q is its quantum deformation.

Up to first order in ϵ, this expression can be written:

κ = [1 − ϵω_1(x_+)] λ l^2 x_+ + ϵ λ l^2 q_1 − ϵ l 2 μ^′_1(x_+), (33)

where q = ϵq_1 + O(ϵ^2).

In principle, μ_1 and ω_1 can be directly obtained from Eqs.(30,31), while the one-loop horizon shift can be expressed as:^4

q_1 = l^3 2λx_+ μ_1(x_+). (34)

3.2 Minimal Coupling in 2-D

If we are to proceed with an explicit calculation, it is necessary to make some assumptions regarding the nature of the quantized matter field. Let us begin with the simple choice of a massless scalar field (f) that is minimally coupled in the 2-dimensional theory. The revised (total) action thus becomes: I_{T OT} = I_{JT} − h̄ 2 ∫ d^2x √ −g(∇f)^2, (35)

where I_{JT} is the action of Eq.(17). After integrating out the matter field and then taking the vacuum limit, one is known to obtain a quantum effective action of the following form [33]: I_{T OT} = I_{JT} − h̄ 96π ∫ d^2xR 1 □ R. (36)

4The relation follows from a Taylor expansion of the defining relation: l^{−2}λ(x_+ + q)^2 − lm − lμ = 0.

At this point, we defer the details of the stress-tensor calculation (and related quantities) to Ref.[25]. In this prior study, first-order quantum corrections to the JT model were explicitly calculated for the case of minimally coupled scalar fields. The following results, which are of pertinence to the current study, were found:^5

ϵμ^′_1(x_+) = h̄λ 24πl^2

, (37)

ϵω_1(x_+) = 0 + O ( 1 L ) , (38)

ϵq_1 = h̄l 48π . (39)

Here, L is the extent of the system’s outer boundary, which (for our purposes) can be taken to infinity.^{6 7} Substituting these results into Eq.(33) for the first-order surface gravity, we have: κ = λ l^2 x_+ = √ λm l . (40)

To review, we have considered the case of a minimally coupled scalar field; that is, minimally coupled with regard to the 2-dimensional JT theory. We find that the surface gravity does indeed remain non-negative, even in the massless limit, when first-order perturbative effects are considered. However, as priorly discussed, this is not necessarily an appropriate form for the coupling. In Section 1, we have argued that the matter fields should have some sort of 4-dimensional pedigree. One simple, sensible choice is the condition of a minimally coupled scalar in the 4-dimensional model. In this case, the coupling in the 2-dimensional theory would be fixed by the dimensionalreduction process and would, presumably, no longer be minimal. We consider this scenario next.

5There is a minor modification to the prior results due to the extra factor of λ in the cosmological-constant term. This additional consideration only trivially affects the calculations.

6Since we are considering a black hole in thermal equilibrium, it is necessary to enclose the system in a “box” [34].

7One might anticipate a similar box contribution arising in the calculation of μ_1(x_+) and (hence) q_1. However, in this case, we have assumed the constant of integration to be absorbed into the “renormalized” zeroth-order mass (m).

3.3 Minimal Coupling in 4-D

Let us now consider a massless scalar field (f) that is minimally coupled in the 4-dimensional theory. The revised (total) action for the four dimensional theory can then be written:

I^{(4)}_{T OT} = I^{(4)} − h̄ 16πG ∫ d^4x √ −g^{(4)}(∇^{(4)}f)^2, (41)

where I^{(4)} is the Einstein-Maxwell action of Eq.(1). Again imposing spherical symmetry, we obtain a dimensionally reduced form: I_{T OT} = I − h̄ 2l^2 ∫ d^2x √ −gϕ^2(∇f)^2, (42)

where I is the reduced action of Eq.(9).

Following the same pattern of field reparametrization and expansion as in Section 2, we eventually find: I_{T OT} = I_{JT} − 2h̄ ∫ d^2x √ −gϕ̃(∇f)^2, (43)

where I_{JT} is the JT action of Eq.(15) (or Eq.(17)) and we have explicitly shown the tilde and bar notation for the sake of clarity. Notably, the dilatonmatter coupling is precisely that obtained in the dimensional reduction (from three to two dimensions) of a BTZ black hole, assuming minimal coupling in the higher-dimensional theory [35, 36]. Hence, we can treat this model as a dimensionally reduced (non-rotating) BTZ black hole.

After integrating out the matter field and then taking the vacuum limit, one can exploit the 2-dimensional trace conformal anomaly [37, 38, 39, 40, 41]^8 to obtain the following action [44]: I_{T OT} = I_{JT} − h̄ 96π ∫ d^2x √ −g [ R 1 □ R − 3 ϕ^2

(∇ϕ)^2 ( 1 □ R − ln η^2 ) − 6 ln(ϕ)R ] , (44) with tildes and bars again being suppressed. Note that η is an arbitrary parameter that arises out of the renormalization procedure [45].

8It has been pointed out [42, 43] that some of the referenced literature contains calculational errors. However, the demonstrated techniques are still of considerable interest.

A brief aside. It would be remiss of us not to point out that such a reduction process has recently been criticized. In particular, it has been shown that the procedures of quantization and reduction do not necessarily commute [46]. Also, the reduced form of the action may be missing non-local terms that originate from the conformally invariant part of the action [47]. However, it remains uncertain as to what (if any) effect these considerations would have on the qualitative features of a first-order, semi-classical analysis.

Now let us return our attentions to the non-local action of Eq.(44). At this point, one can proceed by first re-expressing this action in an equivalent localized form. (See, for instance, Refs.[48, 25].) This should be followed by the careful imposition of boundary conditions (which must be suitable for a black hole in thermal equilibrium). After which, the first-order stress tensor can be evaluated in a straightforward manner. We again defer to Refs.[15, 25] for the intricate details of this calculation (it would also be useful to consult Refs.[13, 31, 48, 49]) and simply quote the pertinent results:

ϵμ^′_1(x_+) = h̄λ 6πl^2 , (45)

ϵω_1(x_+) = − h̄ 32π √ λ lm ln(4lm) + O ( 1 L ) , (46)

ϵq_1 = h̄l 96π [3 ln(4lm) − 1] . (47)

Note that the arbitrary (renormalization) constant η has been suitably fixed to eliminate it from the field equations.

Substituting the above results into Eq.(33), we obtain the following revision to the first-order surface gravity: κ = √ λm l + h̄λ 16πl ln(4lm) − 3 32 h̄λ πl . (48)

We now recall the criteria that κ be non-negative for a legitimate black hole solution. Thus, from the above result, it is immediately apparent that some sort of lower bound must be imposed on the zeroth-order (but renormalized) mass m. (Notice that κ → −∞ as m → 0.) For illustrative purposes, let us assume that the lower bound on mass (m_b) occurs when 4lm ∼ 1. It thus follows that: √ m_b ≈ 3h̄ 32π √ λ l ≈ 3h̄ 32πGM^2_o √ 2M_o, (49)

where the lower line has been expressed in terms of the 4-dimensional parameters of M_o (the mass of the black hole at theoretical extremality) and G (the Newton gravitational constant).

Let us further recall that the JT black hole mass (m) has been identified with ΔM; that is, the mass deviation from extremality in the RN black hole. Hence, the lower bound on m directly implies that the RN black hole can not reach an extremal state. Furthermore, we can apply our quantitative result for m_b to determine lower bounds on the RN entropy and temperature (cf. Eqs.(7,8)): S_{BH} (M, Q) ≥ S_{BH} (M_o) + 3 8 , (50) T_H (M, Q) ≥ 3 32π^2 h̄^2 G^2M^3_o

. (51)

The situation is, of course, more complex than this on account of the neglected logarithmic term in Eq.(48). (Not to mention the considerations of Refs.[46, 47].) However, the qualitative implications of this analysis remain quite clear. A non-extremal black hole can not continuously evolve to a state of extremality. Rather, the quantum back reaction will hinder the evaporation process; with the black hole ultimately “freezing” at some non-zero temperature that is related to the Planck scale. One might go so far as to say that back-reaction effects intrinsically protect the third law of thermodynamics.

4 Conclusion

In the previous paper, we have considered near-extremal Reissner-Nordstrom black holes. To begin the analysis, we reviewed a duality [19] that exists between the near-extremal RN sector and Jackiw-Teitelboim theory [24]. This correspondence was established by a process of dimensional reduction, followed by an appropriate conformal transformation of the metric (along with a redefinition of the dilaton field that arises out of the reduction ansatz). With a series of identifications, it was demonstrated that the thermodynamic properties of the JT black hole are indeed equivalent to deviations (from extremality) in the original RN theory. Also of note, the massless limit in the JT solution effectively describes the extremal limit of the RN black hole.

At a first glance, the massless JT black hole appears to be at the terminus of a well-defined limiting procedure. This is certainly a valid assessment from a classical viewpoint; however, we felt it was necessary to clarify the situation with regard to quantum-perturbative effects. In particular, we incorporated a (massless) quantum scalar field and then considered first-order deformations to the JT geometry. With the assumption of a minimally coupled matter field in two dimensions, we found that the well-defined massless limit remains intact. However, the underlying assumption is decidedly incompatible with the 4-dimensional origins of the theory. With this in mind, we also examined the case of a minimal coupling in 4-dimensions; thus giving the matter field a 4-dimensional pedigree.

To begin the revised first-order analysis, we considered Einstein-Maxwell theory minimally coupled to a quantum scalar field. After repeating the procedures of dimensional reduction and field reparametrization, we found that the total action effectively mimics that of a dimensionally reduced (nonrotating) BTZ model [35, 36]. With this realization, we were able to directly apply the results of a prior study [15, 25] and calculate the first-order corrections to the JT geometry.

Guided by a related paper [14], we invoked a condition of non-negative surface gravity (or, equivalently, temperature) as an appropriate litmus test for the validity of a low-mass JT solution. In this manner, we were able to establish a finite lower bound on the JT black hole mass. For values of mass falling below this bound, first-order perturbative effects drive the surface gravity below zero, leading to physically unacceptable solutions. Given the RN-JT duality (existing in the near-extremal RN sector), the lower bound on JT mass directly implies a finite lower bound on the temperature of a RN black hole. That is, because of back-reaction effects, the RN black hole will be prohibited from attaining an extremal state. Moreover, The RN black hole can not even come arbitrarily close to an extremal solution; rather, it will “freeze” at a finite temperature that is related to the Planck scale.

Given the distinct topological differences that exist between the extremal and non-extremal sectors [9, 10, 11, 12], as well as the third law of thermodynamics, it is not surprising that a discontinuity exists between the two solutions. What may be more of a revelation is the finite “separation”; that is, a non-extremal black hole can not come arbitrarily close to extremality. In defense of this notion, we point out a recent investigation into the physical spectra of charged black holes [50]. In this study, it was generically shown that extremal black holes can not be achieved (at the quantum level) due to vacuum fluctuations in the horizon. With the presumption that such fluctuations are of Planck-scale order, this result coincides nicely with our findings.

In spite of our conclusions and similar ones elsewhere in the literature, there remain many open questions with regard to the status of extremal black holes. For instance, can they exist, and (if so) can they be understood as thermodynamic systems. The definitive answers may have to await a comprehensive theory of quantum gravity.

5 Acknowledgments

The author would like to thank V.P. Frolov for helpful conversations.

References

[1] J.D. Bekenstein, Lett. Nuovo. Cim. 4, 737 (1972); Phys. Rev. D7, 2333 (1973); Phys. Rev. D9, 3292 (1974).

[2] S.W. Hawking, Comm. Math. Phys. 25, 152 (1972); J.M. Bardeen, B.

Carter and S.W. Hawking, Comm. Math. Phys. 31, 161 (1973).

[3] S.W. Hawking, Comm. Math. Phys. 43, 199 (1975).

[4] W. Israel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 57, 397 (1986).

[5] R. Wald, Phys. Rev. D56, 6467 (1997) [gr-qc/9704008].

[6] See, for example, H.B. Callen, Thermodynamics and an Introduction to Thermostatistics, (Wiley, New York) (1985).

[7] A. Strominger and C. Vafa, Phys. Lett. B379, 99 (1996) [hepth/9601029]; J. Maldacena and A. Strominer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 428 (1996) [hep-th/9603060].

[8] G.T. Horowitz, “The Origin of Black Hole Entropy in String Theory”, gr-qc/9604051 (1996).

[9] S.W. Hawking, G.T. Horowitz and S.F. Ross, Phys. Rev. D51, 4302 (1995) [gr-qc/9409013].

[10] C. Teitelboim, Phys. Rev. D51, 4315 (1995) [hep-th/9410103]. [11] A. Kumar and K. Ray, Phys. Rev. D51, 5954 (1995) [hep-th/9412014]. [12] G.W. Gibbons and R.E. Kallosh, Phys. Rev. D51, 2839 (1995) [hepth/9407118].

[13] M. Buric and V. Radovanovic, Class. Quant. Grav. 16, 3937 (1999) [gr-qc/9907036].

[14] P.R. Anderson, W.A. Hiscock and B.E. Taylor, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 2438 (2000) [gr-qc/0002007].

[15] A.J.M. Medved and G. Kunstatter, Phys. Rev. D63, 104005 (2001) [hep-th/0009050].

[16] S. Das, A. Dasgupta and P. Ramadevi, Mod. Phys. Lett. A12, 3067 (1997) [hep-th/9608162].

[17] S. Liberati, T. Rothman and S. Sonego, Phys. Rev. D62, 024005 (2000) [gr-qc/0002019]; T. Rothman, Phys. Lett. A273, 303 (2000) [grqc/0006036].

[18] S. Hod, Phys. Rev. D61, 084018 (2000) [gr-qc/0004003]. [19] A. Fabbri, D.J. Navarro and J. Navarro-Salas, Nucl. Phys. B595, 381 (2001) [hep-th/0006035].

[20] J.M. Maldacena, Adv. Theor. Math. Phys. 2, 231 (1998) [hepth/9711200].

[21] A. Strominger, JHEP 1, 7 (1999) [hep-th/9809027].

[22] M. Cadoni and S. Mingemi, Phys. Rev. D59, 081501 (1999) [hepth/9810251]; Nucl. Phys. B557, 165 (1999) [hep-th/9902040].

[23] J. Navarro-Salas and P. Navarro, Nucl. Phys. B579, 250 (2000) [hepth/9910076]; D.J. Navarro, J. Navarro-Salas and P. Navarro, Nucl. Phys. B580, 311 (2000) [hep-th/9911091].

[24] R. Jackiw in, Quantum Theory of Gravity, ed. S. Christensen (Hilger, Bristol) (1984), p.403; C. Teitelboim, ibid, p.327; R. Jackiw, Nucl. Phys. B252, 343 (1985).

[25] A.J.M. Medved and G. Kunstatter, Phys. Rev. D60, 104029 (1999) [hep-th/9904070].

[26] T. Kloesch and T. Strobl, Class. Quant. Grav. 13, 965 (1996), Erratumibid 14, 825 (1997) [gr-qc/9508020]; Class. Quant. Grav. 13, 2395 (1996) [hep-th/9511081]; Class. Quant. Grav. 14, 1689 (1997) [hepth/9607226]; Phys. Rev. D57, 1034 (1998) [gr-qc/9707053].

[27] D. Louis-Martinez and G. Kunstatter, Phys. Rev. D52, 3494 (1995) [gr-qc/9503016].

[28] A.J.M. Medved and G. Kunstatter, Phys. Rev. D59, 104005 (1999) [hep-th/9811052].

[29] D. Louis-Martinez, J. Gegenberg and G. Kunstatter, Phys. Lett. B321, 193 (1994) [gr-qc/9309018]; D. Louis-Martinez and G. Kunstatter, Phys. Rev. D49, 5227 (1994).

[30] J. Gegenberg, G. Kunstatter and D. Louis-Martinez, Phys. Rev. D51, 1781 (1995) [gr-qc/9408015].

[31] V.P. Frolov, W. Israel and S.N. Solodukhin, Phys. Rev. D54, 2732 (1996) [hep-th/9602105].

[32] R.M. Wald, General Relativity, (University of Chicago Press) (1984).

[33] A.M. Polyakov, Phys. Lett. B103, 207 (1981).

[34] J.W. York, Phys. Rev. D15, 2092 (1986).

[35] M. Banados, C. Teitelboim and J. Zanelli, Phys. Rev. Lett. 69, 1849 (1992) [hep-th/9204099]; M. Banados, M. Henneaux, C. Teitelboim and J. Zanelli, Phys. Rev. D48, 1506 (1993) [gr-qc/9302012].

[36] A. Achucarro and M.E. Ortiz, Phys. Rev. D48, 3600 (1993) [hepth/9304068].

[37] V. Mukhanov, A. Wipf and A. Zelnikov, Phys. Lett. B332, 283 (1994) [hep-th/9403018].

[38] R. Bousso and S.W. Hawking, Phys. Rev. D56, 7788 (1997) [hepth/9705236].

[39] S. Nojiri and S.D. Odintsov, Mod. Phys. Lett. A12, 2083 (1997) [hepth/9706009].

[40] A. Mikovic and V. Radovanovic, Class. Quant. Grav. 15, 827 (1998) [hep-th/9706060].

[41] W. Kummer, H. Liebl and D.V. Vassilevich, Mod. Phys. Lett. A12, 2683 (1997) [hep-th/9707041].

[42] J.S. Dowker, Class. Quant. Grav. 15, 1881 (1998) [hep-th/9802029].

[43] W. Kummer, H. Liebl and D.V. Vassilevich, Phys. Rev. D58, 108501 (1998).

[44] S. Nojiri and S.D. Odintsov, Mod. Phys. Lett. A13, 2695 (1998) [grqc/9806034]; Phys. Rev. 59, 044003 (1999) [hep-th/9806055].

[45] N.D. Birrell and P.C.W. Davies, Quantum Fields in Curved Space, (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge) (1982).

[46] V. Frolov, P. Sutton and A. Zelnikov, Phys. Rev. D61, 024021 (2000) [hep-th/9909086]; P. Sutton, Phys. Rev. D62, 044033 (2000) [hepth/0003290].

[47] Y.V. Gusev and A.I. Zelnikov, Phys. Rev. D61, 084010 (2000) [hepth/9910198].

[48] M. Buric, V. Radovanovic and A. Mikovic, Phys. Rev. D59, 084002 (1999) [gr-qc/9804083].

[49] M. Buric, M. Dimitrijevic and V. Radovanovic, “Quantum Corrections for BTZ Black Holes via 2D Reduced Model”, hep-th/0108036 (2001).

[50] A. Barvinsky, S. Das and G. Kunstatter, “Spectrum of Charged Black Holes - The Big Fix Mechanism Revisited”, gr-qc/0012066 (2000); Phys. Lett. B57, 415 (2001) [hep-th/0102061].