arXiv:hep-th/0404050 v2 7 Sep 2004

How classical are TeV-scale black holes?

Marco Cavaglià Dept. of Physics and Astronomy, The University of Mississippi, PO Box 1848, University, Mississippi 38677-1848, USA^∗

Saurya Das Dept. of Physics, University of Lethbridge, 4401 University Drive, Lethbridge, Alberta T1K 3M4, CANADA^†

We show that the Hawking temperature and the entropy of black holes are subject to corrections from two sources: the generalized uncertainty principle and thermal fluctuations. Both effects increase the temperature and decrease the entropy, resulting in faster decay and “less classical” black holes. We discuss the implications of these results for TeV-scale black holes that are expected to be produced at future colliders.

I. INTRODUCTION

The possibility of the existence of large extra dimensions has recently opened up new and exciting avenues of research in quantum gravity [1, 2]. In particular, a host of interesting work is being done on different aspects of low-energy scale quantum gravity phenomenology. One of the most significant sub-fields is the study of black hole (BH) [3] and brane [4] production at particle colliders, such as the (Very) Large Hadron Collider [V(LHC)] [5] and the muon collider [6], as well as in ultrahigh energy cosmic ray (UHECR) airshowers [7]. (For recent reviews, see Refs. [8].) Several scenarios predict the fundamental Planck scale to be of order of the TeV. The simplest model postulates a number n of toroidally compactified extra dimensions with length ranging from a few microns (n = 2) to a Fermi (n = 7) [1]. Extra dimensions of infinite size and non-trivial “warp-factor” may also lead to similar predictions [2]. In either case, particle collisions with center-of-mass (c.m.) energy above the fundamental Planck scale, and impact parameter smaller than the horizon radius corresponding to that energy, should produce BHs and branes [9]. (For criticisms, however, see Refs. [10].) Since the c.m. energy of next-generation particle colliders and UHECR primaries is as high as tens or hundreds of TeV, BH and brane production is likely to be observed. For this kind of event, the initial mass of the gravitational object is expected to be of the order of a few Planck masses.

Newly formed BHs first lose hair associated with multipole and angular momenta, then approach classically stable Schwarzschild solutions, and finally evaporate via Hawking radiation [11]. Decay time and entropy completely determine the observables of the process. BH formation and decay can be described semiclassically, provided that the entropy is sufficiently large. The timescale for the complete decay of a BH to up to its supposed final Planck-sized remnant is expected to be of order of the TeV^{−1}.

BH thermodynamic quantities depend on the Hawking temperature T_H via the usual thermodynamic relations (Stefan-Boltzmann law). The Hawking temperature undergoes corrections from many sources, and these corrections are particularly relevant for BHs with mass of the order of the Planck mass. Therefore, the study of TeV-scale BHs in UHECR and particle colliders requires a careful investigation of how temperature corrections affect BH thermodynamics. In this article, we concentrate on the corrections due to the generalized uncertainty principle (GUP) and thermal fluctuations of thermodynamic systems. These corrections are not tied down to any specific model of quantum gravity; the GUP can be derived using arguments from string theory [12] as well as other approaches to quantum gravity [13, 14]. Similarly, corrections from thermal effects do not depend on the underlying quantum gravity theory since thermal fluctuations are present in any system. This generality provides in fact a strong motivation in studying GUP and thermal fluctuation effects.

We show below that the BH decay rate is increased by GUP and thermal fluctuation corrections, resulting in shorter decay times. Thus the BHs may not behave like well-defined resonances. We also show that a diminished entropy leads to smaller particle emission during the evaporation phase and “less classical” BHs. The paper is organised as follows. In the next section, we review the connection between the uncertainty principle and Hawking radiation

∗Electronic address: cavaglia@phy.olemiss.edu
†Electronic address: saurya.das@uleth.ca

[15, 16]. In section III, we derive corrections to the Hawking decay rate, entropy, and multiplicity due to the GUP. We show that for BHs with mass M = 5 - 10M_{P l}, the decay time and the entropy (or multiplicity) dramatically decrease if the GUP parameter is nonvanishing. In section IV we review the corrections to thermodynamic quantities due to thermal fluctuations. We apply these results to BHs in section V, where we show that BH decay time and entropy also decrease compared to their semiclassical value. We conclude with a summary of our results and a brief discussion of open questions in section VI.

II. UNCERTAINTY PRINCIPLE AND HAWKING RADIATION

In this section we review and generalize to d dimensions the derivation of the Hawking radiation of Adler et al. [15]. A d-dimensional spherically symmetric BH of mass M (to which the collider BHs will settle into before radiating) is described by the metric

ds^2 = − ( 1 − 16πG_dM (d − 2)Ω_{d−2}c^2r^{d−3} ) c^2dt^2 + ( 1 − 16πG_dM (d − 2)Ω_{d−2}c^2r^{d−3} )_{−1} dr^2 + r^2dΩ^2_{d−2} , (1)

where Ω_{d−2} is the metric of the unit S^{d−2} and G_d is the d-dimensional Newton’s constant. Since the Hawking radiation is a quantum process, the emitted quanta must satisfy the Heisenberg uncertainty principle Δx_iΔp_j >∼ h̄δ_{ij} , (2) where x_i and p_j, i, j = 1 . . . d − 1, are the spatial coordinates and momenta, respectively. By modelling a BH as a (d−1)-dimensional cube of size equal to twice its Schwarzschild radius r_s, the uncertainty in the position of a Hawking particle at the emission is

Δx ≈ 2r_s = 2λ_d [ G_dM c^2 ]_{1/(d−3)} , (3)

where λ_d = [16π/((d − 2)Ω_{d−2})]^{1/(d−3)}. Using Eq. (2), the uncertainty in the energy of the emitted particle is ΔE ≈ cΔp ≈ M_{P l}c^2 2λ_d m^{−1/(d−3)} , (4)

where m = M/M_{P l} is the mass in Planck units and M_{P l} = [h̄^{d−3}/c^{d−5}G_d]^{1/(d−2)} is the d-dimensional Planck mass. ΔE can be identified with the characteristic temperature of the BH emission, i.e. the Hawking temperature. Setting the constant of proportionality to (d − 3)/2π we get

T_H = d − 3 4πλ_d M_{P l} c^2 m^{−1/(d−3)} . (5)

The energy radiated per unit time is governed by the Stefan-Boltzmann law. The surface gravity is constant over the horizon. Thus the Hawking temperature of the higher-dimensional BH and the temperature of the induced BH on the brane are identical. The BH temperature T_H can be used in the calculation of the emission rate. Neglecting thermal emission in the bulk, and assuming that the brane has D spacetime dimensions (we will substitute D = 4 at the end, since BHs are supposed to radiate mainly on the brane [11]), the emission rate for a massless scalar particle on the brane is dM dt = −cσ_DA_DT^D , (6)

where A_D = Ω_{D−2}r^{D−2}_c is the horizon area of the induced BH with radius r_c = [(d − 1)/2]^{1/(d−3)}[(d − 1)/(d − 3)]^{1/2}r_s, and σ_D =

Ω_{D−3}Γ(D)ζ(D) (D − 2)(2πh̄c)^{D−1} ≡ σ̄_D (h̄c)^{D−1} (7) is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant in D-spacetime dimensions. If the BH evaporates into different particle species on the brane, the Stefan-Boltzmann constant has to be multiplied by the factor ∑ i c_i(D)Γ_{si} (D)f_i(D) , (8) where the sum is over all particle flavors, c_i are the degrees of freedom of the species i, Γ_{si} are the greybody factors for spin s_i and f_i = 1 (f_i = 1 − 2^{1−D}) for bosons (fermions). (We neglect the energy dependence of the greybody factors. See, e.g., Refs. [11].) Expressing Eq. (6) in terms of m, we obtain dm dt = − μ t_{P l} m^{−2/(d−3)} , (9)

where t_{P l} = (h̄G_d/c^{d+1})^{1/(d−2)} is the Planck time, and μ = ( r_c r_s )_{D−2} ( d − 3 4π )_D σ̄_DΩ_{D−2} λ^2_d

. (10)

Integration over t yields the decay time

τ_0 = μ^{−1} ( d − 3 d − 1 ) m^{(d−1)/(d−3)} i t_{P l} , (11)

where m_i ≡ M_i/M_{P l}, and M_i is the initial BH mass. The decay time τ_0 is finite. Equation (9) implies that the end stage of Hawking evaporation is catastrophic, with infinite radiation rate and infinite temperature. However, a heuristic argument suggests that the final temperature and radiation rate are finite. At the last stage of evaporation, ΔE in Eq. (4) must be of the order of the BH mass, and ΔE = ΔM c^2 ≈ M_{end}c^2. This implies a minimum BH mass M_{end} ≈ M_{P l} , a maximum Hawking temperature T_{max} = O(M_{P l} ), and a smaller decay time.

The thermodynamic properties of the BH can be computed via the usual thermodynamic relations. The entropy and the BH specific heat are

S_0 = 4πλ_d d − 2 m^{(d−2)/(d−3)} = d − 3 d − 2 M c^2 T_H , (12) and C_0 = −4πλ_dm^{(d−2)/(d−3)} , (13)

respectively. The statistical total number of quanta emitted during the evaporation is proportional to the initial entropy of the BH. The exact relation is

N = S_0 ζ(D − 1) (D − 1)ζ(D) ∑ i c_i(D)Γ_{si} (D)f_i(D − 1) ∑ j c_j (D)Γ_{sj} (D)f_j (D)

. (14)

The flavor multiplicity is

N_i = N c_i(D)Γ_{si} (D)f_i(D − 1) ∑ j c_j (D)Γ_{sj} (D)f_j (D − 1)

. (15)

Equation (15) gives the statistical number of particles per species produced during the evaporation process.

III. CORRECTIONS TO BH THERMODYNAMICS FROM THE GENERALIZED UNCERTAINTY PRINCIPLE

We now determine the corrections to the above results due to the GUP. The general form of the GUP is Δx_i ≥ h̄ Δp_i + α^2ℓ^2_{P l} Δp_i h̄ , (16)

where ℓ_{P l} = (h̄G_d/c^3)^{1/(d−2)} is the Planck length and α is a dimensionless constant of order one. There are many derivations of the GUP, some heuristic and some more rigorous. Equation (16) can be derived in the context of string theory [12], non-commutative quantum mechanics [13], and from minimum length [17] considerations [14]. The exact value of α depends on the specific model. The second term in r.h.s. of Eq. (16) becomes effective when momentum and length scales are of the order of Planck mass and of the Planck length, respectively. This limit is usually called “quantum regime”. Inverting Eq. (16), we obtain Δx_i 2α^2ℓ^2_{P l} [ 1 − √ 1 − 4α^2ℓ^2_{P l} Δx^2_i ] ≤ Δp_i h̄ ≤ Δx_i 2α^2ℓ^2_{P l} [ 1 + √ 1 − 4α^2ℓ^2_{P l} Δx^2_i ] . (17)

The left-inequality gives the correct ℓ_{P l}/Δx_i → 0 limit and will be considered henceforth. The GUP implies the existence of a minimum length L_{min} ≈ Δx = 2αℓ_{P l}. The string regime and the classical regimes are recovered by setting Δx_i ≈ 2αℓ_{P l} and Δx_i ≫ ℓ_{P l} in Eq. (16), respectively.

BHs with horizon radius smaller than L_{min} do not exist. Therefore, the minimum length implies the existence of a minimum BH mass M_{min} = d − 2 8Γ (_{d−1} 2 ) ( α √ π )_{d−3} M_{P l} . (18)

The minimum BH mass is a rapidly increasing function of the unknown parameter α for d ≥ 6; a value of α larger than unity may lead to a minimum BH mass M_{min} ≫ M_{P l}.

The corrections to the BH thermodynamic quantities can be calculated by repeating the argument of the previous section. Setting Δx = 2r_s the GUP-corrected Hawking temperature is

T^′_H = (d − 3)λ_d 2πα^2 m^{1/(d−3)} [ 1 − √ 1 − α^2 λ^2_dm^{2/(d−3)} ] M_{P l} c^2 . (19)

Equation (19) may be Taylor expanded around α = 0:

T^′_H =

(d − 3) 4πλ_d m^{−1/(d−3)} [ 1 + α^2 4λ^2_dm^{2/(d−3)} + · · · ] M_{P l}c^2 . (20)

The GUP-corrected Hawking temperature is higher than the semiclassical Hawking temperature T_H of Eq. (5). The first-order correction is ΔT_{GUP} ≡ T^′_H − T_H = d − 3 16π α^2 λ^3_d m^{3/(d−3)}

M_{P l} c^2 . (21)

From the first law of BH thermodynamics the first-order correction to the BH entropy is ΔS_{GUP} = − πα^2m^{(d−4)/(d−3)} (d − 4)λ_d d > 4 , = − πα^2 2 ln(m) d = 4 . (22)

This follows from the exact expression: S_{GUP} = 2πλ_d ( α λ_d )_{d−2} I(1, d − 4, λ_dm^{1/(d−3)}/α) , (23) where I(p, q, x) = ∫_x 1 dzz^q ( z + √ z^2 − 1 )_p . (24)

From Eq. (22) and Eq. (23) it follows that the GUP-corrected entropy is smaller than the semiclassical Bekenstein- Hawking. The GUP-corrected Stefan-Boltzmann law is dm dt = −2^D μ t_{P l} m^{−2/(d−3)} [ 1 + √ 1 − α^2 λ^2_d m^{2/(d−3)} ]_{−D} . (25)

Taylor expanding Eq. (25) we have dm dt = − μ t_{P l} m^{2/(d−3)} [ 1 + α^2D 4λ^2_dm^{2/(d−3)} + · · · ] . (26)

The relative GUP first-order correction to the Stefan-Boltzmann law is positive: Δ ( dm dt ) / ( dm dt ) 0 = α^2D 4λ^2_d m^{−2/(d−3)} , (27)

where (dm/dt)_0 is defined in Eq. (9). The Hawking evaporation ends at m_{min} = M_{min}/M_{P l} = (α/λ_d)^{d−3}, where the emission rate becomes imaginary. The emission rate is finite at the end: ( dm dt ) m_{min} = −2^D μ t_{P l} ( λ_d α )_2

. (28)

This means that the end-point of Hawking radiation is not catastrophic. Since the final emission rate is finite, it might be argued that once the final stage has been reached, the BH evaporates completely by emitting a hard Planck-mass quantum in a finite time O(t_{P l} ). However, the BH specific heat

C ≡ T ∂S ∂T = −2πλ_dm^{(d−2)/(d−3)} √ 1 − α^2 λ^2_dm^{2/(d−3)} · ( 1 + √ 1 − α^2 λ^2_dm^{2/(d−3)} ) (29)

vanishes at the endpoint. Therefore, the BH cannot exchange heat with the surrounding space. The endpoint of Hawking evaporation in the GUP scenario is characterized by a Planck-size remnant with maximum temperature

T_{max} = 2T_0 | |_{M=Mmin} . (30)

The GUP prevents BHs from evaporating completely, just like the standard uncertainty principle prevents the hydrogen atom from collapsing. The existence of BH remnants as a consequence of the GUP was pointed in Refs. [15] in the context of primordial BHs in cosmology [18]. BH remnants have also been predicted in string and quantum gravity models [19] and could play an important role in cosmology. (See, e.g., Refs. [20].)

The GUP implies a faster BH decay. The first-order decay time is

τ_1 = μ^{−1} ( d − 3 d − 1 ) {[ m^{(d−1)/(d−3)} i − D(d − 1)α^2 4(d − 3)λ^2_d m_i ] − [ 1 − D(d − 1) 4(d − 3) ] ( α λ_d )_{d−1}} t_{P l} . (31)

If the initial mass far exceeds the Planck mass, i.e. m_i ≫ 1, the last term inside the curly brackets can be ignored. Using Eq. (11), we find

Δτ_1 τ_0 ≡ τ_1 − τ_0 τ_0 = − D(d − 1)α^2 4(d − 3)λ^2_d m^{−2/(d−3)} i . (32)

The GUP-corrected decay time is smaller than the semiclassical decay time. The GUP-corrected multiplicity is obtained from Eq. (14) with S_0 = S_{GUP} . Table I shows the GUP-corrected parameters for two typical BHs produced at particle colliders or in UHECRs, with initial mass equal to 5M_{P l} and 10M_{P l}. The first row gives the standard Hawking parameters. The GUP effects on the thermodynamic parameters increase as the minimum BH mass becomes larger. It is interesting to note that decay time, entropy, and multiplicity are drastically reduced when α approaches unity. In the limiting case of a BH with initial mass 5M_{P l} and GUP parameter α = 1, the minimum BH mass coincides essentially with the initial BH mass, and the BH does not evaporate. In contrast to the standard theory, the GUP-corrected entropy shows that a BH with a mass five times the fundamental Planck scale is not a classical object; quantum effects become manifest at an earlier stage of the BH evaporation phase than was predicted by the semiclassical Hawking analysis [8]. Therefore, GUP corrections have important consequences on the BH phenomenology in particle colliders and in UHECR airshowers.

IV. ENTROPY CORRECTIONS DUE TO THERMODYNAMIC FLUCTUATIONS

Thermodynamic systems (including BHs) undergo small thermal fluctuations from equilibrium which affect thermodynamic quantities. In this section we calculate the corrections to entropy and Hawking temperature. We have seen that the GUP corrections affect the Hawking temperature of the BH while the BH energy remains constant. Therefore, we consider fluctuations around the equilibrium temperature instead of the equilibrium energy. This leads

TABLE I: GUP-corrected thermodynamic quantities for two ten-dimensional BHs with mass m = 5 and 10 (in fundamental units). The values in brackets give the percentage deviation from standard Hawking quantities.

m = 5 Minimum mass Initial Temperature Final Temperature Decay time Entropy Multiplicity α = 0 – .553 ∞ .334 7.92 3 α = 0.5 .037 .591 (+7%) 2.23 .233 (-30%) 7.18 (-9%) 2 (-33%) α = 1.0 4.73 .981 (+77%) 1.11 .002 (-99%) .269 (-97%) 0 (-100%)

m = 10 Minimum mass Initial Temperature Final Temperature Decay time Entropy Multiplicity α = 0 – .500 ∞ .814 17.5 6 α = 0.5 .037 .529 (+6%) 2.23 .610 (-25%) 16.2 (-7%) 5 (-17%) α = 1.0 4.73 .696 (+39%) 1.11 .100 (-88%) 6.66 (-62%) 2 (-66%)

to a decrease in the black hole entropy. Note that the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy is identified with the canonical entropy of the system^1. Let us consider a canonical ensemble with partition function [22, 23]: Z(β) = ∫_∞ 0 ρ(E)e^{−βE} dE , (33) where β = 1/T is the inverse of the temperature. The density of states can be obtained from Eq. (33) by the inverse Laplace transform (at fixed E) ρ(E) = 1 2πi ∫_{c+i∞} c−i∞ Z(β)e^{βE} dβ = 1 2πi ∫_{c+i∞} c−i∞ e^{S(β)}dβ , (34) where

S(β) = ln Z(β) + βE . (35)

To evaluate the complex integral in Eq. (34) by the method of steepest descent, we expand S(β) around the saddle point β_0(= 1/T_0), where T_0 is the equilibrium temperature. Also using the fact that S^′_0 = (∂S(β)/∂β)_{β=β0} , we get [22, 24]:

S = S_0 + 1 2 (β − β_0)^2S^{′′}_0 + · · · , (36)

where S_0 = S(β_0 ) and S^{′′}_0 = (∂^2S(β)/∂β^2 )_{β=β0} . Substituting Eq. (36) in Eq. (34), the density of states is ρ(E) = e^{S0} 2πi ∫_{c+i∞} c−i∞ e^{(β−β0 )2S′′0 /2}dβ = e^{S0} √ 2πS^{′′}_0 . (37)

The corrected entropy is given by the logarithm of the density of states ρ(E):

S = ln ρ(E) = S_0 − 1 2 ln S^{′′}_0 + (higher order terms) . (38)

1 If fluctuations around the equilibrium energy were considered, the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy could be identified with the microcanonical entropy [21].

From E = −(∂ ln Z(β)/∂β)_{β0} and the definition of specific heat, C = (∂E/∂T )_{β0} , S^{′′}(β) can be written as S^{′′}(β) = 1 Z ( ∂^2Z(β) ∂β^2 ) − 1 Z^2 ( ∂Z ∂β )^2 = ⟨E^2⟩ − ⟨E⟩^2 = C T^2 . (39)

Equation (39) shows that a non-vanishing S^{′′}_0 is a consequence of thermal fluctuations. Substituting Eq. (39) in Eq. (38), we obtain

S = ln ρ = S_0 − 1 2 ln ( C T^2 ) + · · · . (40)

The above formula applies to any thermodynamic system in equilibrium. In particular, when applied to BHs, T is the Hawking temperature. For example, for a non-rotating three-dimensional BTZ BH, both T_H and C are proportional to the BH entropy S_0. In this case, Eq. (40) reads

S = ln ρ = S_0 − 3 2 ln S_0 + · · · . (41)

Similarly, for an AdS-Schwarzschild BH in d-dimensions, it can be shown that (see Ref. [22])

S = S_0 − d 2(d − 2) ln S_0 + · · · . (42)

Although Eq. (40) is not applicable directly to the Schwarzschild BHs because of its negative specific heat, the entropy corrections can be shown to be logarithmic by either assuming a small cosmological constant, or by putting the BH into a finite box. The result is:

S_{T hermo} = S_0 − k ln S_0 , (43)

where k is a positive constant of order unity. We will apply these results to brane world BHs in the next section.

V. CORRECTIONS TO BH DECAY RATE DUE TO THERMODYNAMIC FLUCTUATIONS

The corrected Hawking temperature is obtained from the first law of BH thermodynamics. The result is:

T^{′′}_H =

(d − 3) 4πλ_d m^{−1/(d−3)} [ 1 + k(d − 2) 4πλ_d m^{−(d−2)/(d−3)} + . . . ] M_{P l} c^2 . (44)

Equation (44) gives the first-order correction to the Hawking temperature ΔT_{T hermo} ≡ T^{′′}_H − T_H = k(d − 2)(d − 3) 16π^2λ^2_d m^{−(d−1)/(d−3)} M_{P l} c^2 . (45)

The correction to the BH entropy follows from Eq. (43):

ΔS_{T hermo} = −k ln S_0 . (46)

The multiplicity is also reduced, and is now given by Eq. (14) with S_0 → S_{T hermo} . Similarly to the GUP corrections, thermodynamic fluctuations reduce the number of degrees of freedom of the BH. Taking the ratio of Eq. (21) and Eq. (45), we find ΔT_{GUP} ΔT_{thermo} = [ πα^2 λ_dk(d − 2) ] m^{(d−4)/(d−3)} . (47)

The GUP and the thermal fluctuation corrections are of the same order for d = 4. In d > 4, the situation is more complicated. If m ≫ 1, the GUP corrections far exceed the corrections due to thermodynamic fluctuations. However, when m ≈ 1, i.e. near the end stage of evaporation, the rates are comparable. The first-order corrected specific heat is: C = C_0 [ 1 − k(d − 1)(d − 2) 4πλ_d m^{−(d−2)/(d−3)} ] , (48)

where C_0 is given by Eq.(13). The first-order specific heat vanishes for the non-zero value of m

m_0 = [ k(d − 1)(d − 2) 4πλ_d ]_{(d−3)/(d−2)} . (49)

This suggests that the BH becomes thermodynamically stable when the BH mass reaches m_0. However, this conclusion should be interpreted with care; the thermodynamic fluctuations of a BH with mass m ∼ m_0 are large and the firstorder approximation (43) breaks down. The Stefan-Boltzmann law is obtained from Eq. (44): dm dt = − μ t_{P l} m^{2/(d−3)} [ 1 + kD(d − 2) 4πλ_d m^{−(d−2)/(d−3)} + . . . ] . (50)

The first-order correction to the Stefan-Boltzmann law due to thermal fluctuations is positive: Δ ( dm dt ) / ( dm dt ) 0 = kD(d − 2) 4πλ_d m^{−(d−2)/(d−3)} . (51) Integrating Eq. (50) we obtain the expression for the time decay

τ_2 = μ^{−1} ( d − 3 d − 1 ) m^{(d−1)/(d−3)} i [ 1 − kD(d − 1)(d − 2) 4πλ_d m^{−(d−2)/(d−3)} i + . . . ] t_{P l} . (52)

Similarly to the GUP case, it can be easily verified that the BH takes less time to decay when fluctuation corrections are taken into account: Δτ_2 τ_0 ≡ τ_2 − τ_0 τ_0 = − kD(d − 1)(d − 2) 4πλ_d m^{−(d−2)/(d−3)} i . (53)

The decay time is dramatically reduced by thermal fluctuations. Equation (52) implies a relation between the thermal fluctuation threshold m_0 and the BH initial mass. By imposing τ_2 > 0 we have

m_i > D^{(d−3)/(d−2)}m_0 ≡ m^′_0 . (54)

BH with initial mass smaller than m^′_0 form in a regime where thermal fluctuations dominate. A careful study of their thermodynamic properties should include higher-order terms in the expansion (36). Since the thermodynamic fluctuations prevent the analytical evaluation of the integral in Eq. (37), numerical techniques may have to be used to get accurate estimates of the thermodynamic quantities. In any case, our analysis shows that semiclassical Hawking theory is inadequate for the the description of these black holes. Note that for k = 0.5 (1), m^′_0 = 10.25 (18.8). Thermal fluctuations cannot be neglected in particle collider or UHECR BH events.

VI. DISCUSSION

We have examined the effects of the GUP and small thermal fluctuations on temperature, decay rate, and entropy of microscopic BHs. Although these effects are small under most circumstances, they can be significant in BH production at the TeV scale, where the BH mass is expected to be of the order of the fundamental Planck mass. The GUP and the thermal fluctuation corrections increase the BH temperature, and decrease decay time, entropy, and multiplicity of the evaporation phase: Quantum BHs are hotter, shorter-lived, and tend to evaporate less than classical BHs. The results described here are applicable to the ADD as well as the RS brane world scenarios [1, 2].

Under the most favorable circumstances, the semiclassical cross section for BH formation at the TeV scale reaches hundreds of pb for proton-proton collision at the LHC, and millions of pb for neutrino-nucleon collision in the atmosphere. According to the semiclassical scenario, the Hawking evaporation mechanism will allow detection of microscopic BHs with mass of the order of a few Planck masses in next-generation particle colliders and UHECR detectors. However, our results seem to suggest that the semiclassical description could be inaccurate for this kind of events.

Firstly, a shorter lifetime implies that the quantum BH may not behave like a well-defined resonance. Secondly, the classical picture breaks down if the degrees of freedom of the BH, i.e. its entropy, is small. The semiclassical entropy has been widely used in the literature to measure the validity of the semiclassical approximation. When the entropy is sufficiently large, the BH can be considered as a classical object [8]. If this is the case, i) the BH evaporation phase is described by a thermal spectrum with Hawking temperature; ii) the BH cross section for elementary particles is well approximated by the geometrical cross section; and iii) the total cross section for composite particles (e.g. nucleons) is obtained by integrating the geometrical cross section over the structure functions. A BH with mass equal to few Planck masses is usually assumed to have entropy above the threshold of validity of the classical description. However, the reduction in entropy by GUP and thermal fluctuation effects increases this threshold. Therefore, it may not be appropriate to treat these BHs as classical objects. (See also Ref. [10]). Thirdly, GUP physics implies the existence of a minimum BH mass given by Eq. (18). The existence of a minimum mass increases the lower cutoff for BH formation, thus reducing the rate of BH events. Even if a detectable signal is produced during the BH decay phase, it could prove very difficult to distinguish it from the background. Finally, GUP and thermodynamic fluctuations further decrease the already-weak lower bounds on the fundamental Planck scale that follow from the nonobservation of BH events up to date [25].

Let us conclude with a list of open problems and possible future research topics. It would be interesting to compute the effects of small residual charge Q and angular momentum J on the above results. In presence of nonzero charge and angular momentum, the corrections to the thermodynamic quantities are expected to depend on J and Q. However, the precise form of the corrections is yet to be determined. It would also be interesting to examine the relation of the GUP and thermodynamic corrections to other corrections that have been predicted for TeV-scale BHs (see e.g. Refs. [8], [10]). A detailed single-event analysis of particle collider and UHECR events when GUP and thermodynamic corrections are present, is also missing. We plan to report on these and other issues elsewhere.

Acknowledgements:

We thank R. Maartens and M. Maggiore for interesting discussions. S.D. would like to thank R. K. Bhaduri, A. Dasgupta, J. Gegenberg, V. Husain, P. Majumdar and M. Walton for interesting discussions and comments. This work was supported in part by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada and funds of the University of Lethbridge.

[1] N. Arkani-Hamed, S. Dimopoulos and G. R. Dvali, Phys. Lett. B 429, 263 (1998) [arXiv:hep-ph/9803315]; I. Antoniadis, N. Arkani-Hamed, S. Dimopoulos and G. R. Dvali, Phys. Lett. B 436, 257 (1998) [arXiv:hep-ph/9804398]; I. Antoniadis, Phys. Lett. B 246, 377 (1990).

[2] L. Randall and R. Sundrum, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 3370 (1999) [arXiv:hep-ph/9905221]; L. Randall and R. Sundrum, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 83, 4690 (1999) [arXiv:hep-th/9906064].

[3] T. Banks, W. Fischler, arXiv:hep-th/9906038. S. B. Giddings and S. Thomas, Phys. Rev. D 65, 056010 (2002) [arXiv:hepph/0106219]; S. Dimopoulos and G. Landsberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 161602 (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0106295]; P. C. Argyres, S. Dimopoulos, J. March-Russell, Phys. Lett. B441, 96 (1998) [arXiv:hep-th/9808138]. S. N. Solodukhin, Phys. Lett. B 533, 153 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0201248]; K. Cheung, arXiv:hep-ph/0305003; H. Tu, Surveys High Energ. Phys. 17, 149 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0205024]; Y. Uehara, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 17, 1551 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0203244]. A. Nicolaidis and N. G. Sanchez, arXiv:hep-ph/0307321; A. Chamblin and G. C. Nayak, Phys. Rev. D 66, 091901 (2002) [arXiv:hepph/0206060]; A. Barrau, J. Grain and S. O. Alexeyev, arXiv:hep-ph/0311238; D. Ida, K. y. Oda and S. C. Park, arXiv:hepph/0311297; I. Mocioiu, Y. Nara and I. Sarcevic, Phys. Lett. B 557, 87 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0301073]; R. Casadio and B. Harms, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 17, 4635 (2002) [arXiv:hep-th/0110255]; S. Dimopoulos and R. Emparan, Phys. Lett. B 526, 393 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0108060]; S. Hossenfelder, M. Bleicher, S. Hofmann, J. Ruppert, S. Scherer and H. Stocker, Phys. Lett. B 575, 85 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0305262].

[4] E. J. Ahn, M. Cavaglià and A. V. Olinto, Phys. Lett. B 551, 1 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0201042]; E. J. Ahn and M. Cavaglià, Gen. Rel. Grav. 34, 2037 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0205168]; K. Cheung, Phys. Rev. D 66, 036007 (2002) [arXiv:hepph/0205033];K. Cheung and C. H. Chou, Phys. Rev. D 66, 036008 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0205284].

[5] http://lhc-new-homepage.web.cern.ch/lhc-new-homepage/ [6] http://www.fnal.gov/projects/muon collider/ [7] J. L. Feng and A. D. Shapere, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 021303 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0109106]; A. Ringwald and H. Tu, Phys. Lett. B 525, 135 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0111042]; Phys. Lett. B 529, 1 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0201139]; M. Ave, E. J. Ahn, M. Cavaglià and A. V. Olinto, arXiv:astro-ph/0306344; Phys. Rev. D 68, 043004 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0306008]; S. I. Dutta, M. H. Reno and I. Sarcevic, Phys. Rev. D 66, 033002 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0204218]. R. Emparan, M. Masip and R. Rattazzi, Phys. Rev. D 65, 064023 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0109287]; A. Mironov, A. Morozov and T. N. Tomaras, arXiv:hep-ph/0311318; P. Jain, S. Kar, S. Panda and J. P. Ralston, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 12, 1593 (2003) [arXiv:hepph/0201232].

[8] M. Cavaglià, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 18, 1843 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0210296]. G. Landsberg, arXiv:hep-ex/0310034; P. Kanti, arXiv:hep-ph/0402168.

[9] D. M. Eardley and S. B. Giddings, Phys. Rev. D 66, 044011 (2002) [arXiv:gr-qc/0201034]; H. Yoshino and Y. Nambu, Phys. Rev. D 67, 024009 (2003) [arXiv:gr-qc/0209003]; Phys. Rev. D 66, 065004 (2002) [arXiv:gr-qc/0204060]; H. Yoshino, Y. Nambu and A. Tomimatsu, Phys. Rev. D 65, 064034 (2002) [arXiv:gr-qc/0109016]; O. I. Vasilenko, arXiv:hepth/0305067; E. Berti, M. Cavaglià and L. Gualtieri, arXiv:hep-th/0309203; V. Cardoso and J. P. S. Lemos, Phys. Rev. D 67, 084005 (2003) [arXiv:gr-qc/0211094]; V. Cardoso, O. J. C. Dias and J. P. S. Lemos, Phys. Rev. D 67, 064026 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0212168]; P. C. Aichelburg, H. Balasin and M. Kerber, Class. Quant. Grav. 21, S1 (2004) [arXiv:grqc/0307017]; S. D. H. Hsu, Phys. Lett. B 555, 92 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0203154].

[10] M. B. Voloshin, Phys. Lett. B 524, 376 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0111099]; V. S. Rychkov, arXiv:hep-ph/0401116. [11] M. Cavaglià, Phys. Lett. B 569, 7 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0305256]; R. Emparan, G. T. Horowitz and R. C. Myers, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 85, 499 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/0003118]; D. Ida, K. y. Oda and S. C. Park, Phys. Rev. D 67, 064025 (2003) [arXiv:hepth/0212108]; C. M. Harris and P. Kanti, JHEP 0310, 014 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0309054]; P. Kanti and J. March-Russell, Phys. Rev. D 66, 024023 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0203223]; Phys. Rev. D 67, 104019 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0212199].

[12] D. Amati, M. Ciafaloni and G. Veneziano, Phys. Lett. B 216, 41 (1989); D. Amati, M. Ciafaloni and G. Veneziano, Nucl.

Phys. B 347, 550 (1990); D. Amati, M. Ciafaloni and G. Veneziano, Nucl. Phys. B 403, 707 (1993); K. Konishi, G. Paffuti and P. Provero, Phys. Lett. B 234, 276 (1990).

[13] M. Maggiore, Phys. Rev. D 49, 5182 (1994) [arXiv:hep-th/9305163]; M. Maggiore, Phys. Lett. B 319, 83 (1993) [arXiv:hepth/9309034]; A. Kempf, G. Mangano and R. B. Mann, Phys. Rev. D 52, 1108 (1995) [arXiv:hep-th/9412167].

[14] M. Maggiore, Phys. Lett. B 304, 65 (1993) [arXiv:hep-th/9301067]; F. Scardigli, Phys. Lett. B 452, 39 (1999) [arXiv:hepth/9904025]; F. Scardigli and R. Casadio, Class. Quant. Grav. 20, 3915 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0307174].

[15] R. J. Adler, P. Chen and D. I. Santiago, Gen. Rel. Grav. 33, 2101 (2001) [arXiv:gr-qc/0106080]; P. Chen and R. J. Adler, Proceedings of the 5th UCLA Dark Matter Symposium, Marina del Rey, Ca, Feb. 20-22, 2002 [arXiv:gr-qc/0205106].

[16] M. Cavaglià, S. Das and R. Maartens, Class. Quant. Grav. 20, L205 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0305223]. [17] L. J. Garay, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 10, 145 (1995) [arXiv:gr-qc/9403008].

[18] Ya. B. Zeldovich and I.D. Novikov, Astron. Zh. 43, 758 (1996) [Sov. Astron. 10, 602 (1967). See also: B. J. Carr, arXiv:astro-ph/0102390;

[19] S. B. Giddings, Phys. Rev. D 46, 1347 (1992) [arXiv:hep-th/9203059]; Phys. Rev. D 49, 947 (1994) [arXiv:hep-th/9304027];

Phys. Rev. D 49, 4078 (1994) [arXiv:hep-th/9310101]; T. Banks, M. O’Loughlin and A. Strominger, Phys. Rev. D 47, 4476 (1993) [arXiv:hep-th/9211030]; D. A. Lowe and M. O’Loughlin, Phys. Rev. D 48, 3735 (1993) [arXiv:hep-th/9305125]; J. D. Bekenstein, Phys. Rev. D 49, 1912 (1994) [arXiv:gr-qc/9307035]; L. Susskind, arXiv:hep-th/9501106; A. Barvinsky, S. Das and G. Kunstatter, Class. Quant. Grav. 18, 4845 (2001) [arXiv:gr-qc/0012066]; Phys. Lett. B 517, 415 (2001) [arXiv:hep-th/0102061]; Found. Phys. 32, 1851 (2002) [arXiv:hep-th/0209039]; S. Hossenfelder, M. Bleicher, S. Hofmann, H. Stocker and A. V. Kotwal, Phys. Lett. B 566, 233 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0302247]; S. Hossenfelder, S. Hofmann, M. Bleicher and H. Stocker, Phys. Rev. D 66, 101502 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0109085]; D. A. Easson, JHEP 0302, 037 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0210016].

[20] E. J. Ahn and M. Cavaglià, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 12, 1699 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0306189]; Y. Sendouda, S. Nagataki and K. Sato, Phys. Rev. D 68, 103510 (2003) [arXiv:astro-ph/0309170].

[21] A. Chatterjee and P. Majumdar, arXiv:gr-qc/0303030; G. Gour and A. J. M. Medved, Class. Quant. Grav. 20, 3307 (2003) [arXiv:gr-qc/0305018].

[22] S. Das, P. Majumdar and R. K. Bhaduri, Class. Quant. Grav. 19, 2355 (2002) [arXiv:hep-th/0111001]. [23] S. Das, Talk at CAP Congress, Quebec city, 2002, arXiv:hep-th/0207072. [24] R. K. Bhaduri, M. N. Tran and S. Das, Phys. Rev. D 69, 104018 (2004) [arXiv:gr-qc/0312023]. [25] E. J. Ahn, M. Cavaglià and A. V. Olinto, arXiv:hep-ph/0312249, Astroparticle Physics in press; J.I. Illana, M. Masip, D. Meloni, arXiv:hep-ph/0402279.