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Abstract

Recently, I studied the thermodynamical properties of the Einstein-Maxwell system with a
box boundary in 4-dimensions [1]. In this paper, I investigate those in 3-dimensions using the
zero-loop saddle-point approximation and focusing only on a simple topology sector as usual.
Similar to the 4-dimensional case, the system is thermodynamically well-behaved when A <
0 (due to the contribution of the “bag of gold” saddles). However, when A = 0, a crucial
difference to the 4-dimensional case appears, i.e. the 3-dimensional system turns out to be
thermodynamically unstable, while the 4-dimensional one is thermodynamically stable. This
may offer two options for how we think about the thermodynamics of 3-dimensional gravity
with A = 0. One is that the zero-loop approximation or restricting the simple topology sector
is not sufficient for 3-dimensions with A = 0. The other is that 3-dimensional gravity is really
thermodynamically unstable when A = 0.
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1 Introduction

Although there are various problems, such as the non-renormalizability problem, the integration
contour problem [2], gravitational path integral may be useful for extracting the information or
challenging the paradoxes of quantum gravity. '

The Euclidean path integral representation of the gravitational partition function is the simplest
one [10]. Formally, its definition is completely parallel to that of quantum field theory except that
the external fields are defined on the boundary as the boundary conditions of the bulk fields and
we sum over all configurations (and topologies) in the bulk [10, 11, 12]. In practice, we use the
saddle-point approximation and consider only the simplest topologies S' x R?~! and R? x §4—2
(for d-dimensional spacetime with a spherical boundary), assuming that they give the dominant
contributions. It turns out that there exists the Hawking-Page phase structure for the systems with
the asymptotically AdS boundary condition [11] and with the box boundary condition [12] for pure
gravity theory with A < 0. Despite of the ignorance of the other topology sectors, this non-trivial
phase structure is widely accepted as true and it is sufficient to consider the simplest topologies to
describe the thermal equilibrium of quantum gravity, at least for an appropriate parameter region.
2 (For 2-dimensional gravity theories, however, see an interesting discussion [13] on the importance
of the higher topology sectors.) So the task boils down to just finding the solutions g, in the simple
topology sectors, evaluating the action of the solutions I”[g;], and summing over e~/ Flailg (or just
picking the dominant one).

Even in this simplified task, it has caused problems in the literature. One is the integration
contour problem [2]. Another, which I would like to treat as a problem, is the problem of the “bag
of gold (BG)” saddle [14, 1]. This problem arises when we consider the box boundary conditions.
For both the AdS boundary condition and the box boundary condition, (Euclidean) black hole (BH)
geometries become the saddle points in the R2? x S92 topology sector. Its Lorentzian interpretations
may be “a BH in AdS” and “a BH in a box”, respectively. However, for some systems with the
box boundary condition, there exists another type of saddles in the topology sector, which I called
the“bag of gold (BG)” saddle [14]. The difference to the BH saddle is that the area of the bolt is
larger than that of the boundary sphere. Part of the problem is that, since their Lorentzian picture
is that a horizon is located on the “outside” of a box, people have implicitly or explicitly excluded
the contributions of BG saddles by “physical” considerations. * An example where the ignorance
of BG saddles causes a problem is the Einstein-Maxwell system [17]. In the paper, they showed
that, without the contributions of the BG saddles, the free energy behaves somewhat peculiarly, i.e.
it becomes a discontinuous function. Recently, I re-examined the thermodynamical properties of
the Einstein-Maxwell system in 4-dimensions with the box boundary condition [1] and found that
there exist BG saddles and that they contribute to the partition function. As a result, the peculiar
behavior of the free energy observed in [17] was resolved and it is shown that the system has a

!One of the most exciting recent developments is the explanation of the Page curve [3] by using the Euclidean
gravitational path integral [4, 5, 6, 7]. (More precisely, they are the derivation of the island conjecture [8].) For the
details, see the nice review [9].

2(—A)%G > 1 for the asymptotically AdS boundary condition and 7/~ 2/G > 1 for the box boundary condition
(where 7 is the radius of the boundary sphere).

3The real problem of the BG saddle is that whether all BGs contribute to the partition function or not. As I will
explain shortly, it seems that BGs should contribute to the partition function of the Einstein-Maxwell system with
A <0 from the thermodynamic point of view [1]. However, BGs appearing when A > 0 (for both pure gravity and
the Einstein-Maxwell) make the system thermodynamically unstable [14, 15, 16, 1].



well-defined thermodynamic description for A < 0.

In this paper, I investigate the thermodynamical properties of the Einstein-Maxwell system
in 3-dimensions with the box boundary condition. Previously, the case of A < 0 was studied by
Huang and Tao [18], but they did not consider the contribution of BG saddles. So I will start with
revisiting the case of A < 0 and see how their results are modified by including the BG saddle
contributions and how they differ from the 4-dimensional case. Although the analysis is completely
parallel to that of 4-dimensions, related to the fact that we do not have BH solutions for A > 0
in 3-dimensions [19, 20], the thermodynamical properties are qualitatively different from the 4-(or
higher )dimensional Einstein-Maxwell system when A is negative but close to zero or when A > 0.
A short summary of the result is;

e When A < 0, the system is well-behaved and thermodynamically stable due to the contribution
of the BG saddles. Without them, the free energy shows a strange behavior similar to the
4-dimensional case [17].

e When A < 0 and —Arg is sufficiently large, the phase diagram is similar to the 4-dimensional
case [1]. (Fig. 4)

e When A < 0 and —Ar? is small, the fraction of the BH phase in the phase diagram shrinks
and vanishes when A = 0. This is in contrast to the 4-dimensional case, where the BH phase
still exists when A = 0. (Fig. 4)

e Therefore, when A = 0, only BG saddles * exist in the R? x S! sector. (Fig. 5) But they are
not thermodynamically stable. So the system is not thermodynamically stable either, at least
at zero-loop order. This is a striking difference to the 4-dimensional case.

As T noted above, we usually believe that (i) the (zero-loop) saddle-point approximation, and
(ii) the concentration on the simple topology sector, are sufficient to describe the thermodynamics
of quantum gravity. This may be true for higher dimensions. However, the last result indicates
that, in 3-dimensions with A = 0 (at least for the Einstein-Maxwell system), (i) and (ii) are not
sufficient. We may have to consider one-loop corrections or the contribution from the complicated
topologies. °

The organization of this paper is as follows: In Section 2, I study the thermodynamical properties
of the Einstein-Maxwell system with box boundary condition in 3-dimensions when A < 0. In
subsection 2.1, I review the analysis of Huang and Tao [18], in which they investigated the detailed
properties of the empty saddles and the BH saddles of the system. Although the analysis on these
saddles was correct, their two additional assumptions lead to the incorrect results on the phase
structure of the system. In subsection 2.2, I point out that the Bertotti-Robinson (BR) saddles
[21, 22, 23, 24] and the BG saddles were missing in their analysis and investigate their properties.
I then show the complete phase structure of the system. In Section 3, I point out a qualitative
difference on the behavior of phase structure between the 3-dimensional and the 4-dimensional
system when Arg is close to zero. In Section 4, I investigate the thermodynamical properties of the
Einstein-Maxwell system with box boundary condition in 3-dimensions when A = 0. Throughout
this paper, I concentrate only on the grand canonical ensembles.

*Precisely. BG and Bertotti-Robinson (BR) saddles.
®Or believing that (i) and (ii) are sufficient, conclude that the system is truly thermodynamically unstable.



2 A <0 case

In this section, I study the thermodynamical properties of the 3-dimensional Einstein-Maxwell
system with box boundary and A < 0. In 3-dimensions, it is often said that there is no BH when
A > 0, and only when A < 0, BTZ BHs can exist. Therefore it can be a good starting point
for studying thermodynamics in 3-dimensions. And indeed, in [18], they considered this case and
investigated thermodynamic properties. In subsection 2.1, the basic setups and the properties of
empty saddles and BH saddles are reviewed, which are systematically studied in [18]. For empty
saddles and BH saddles, their results are correct. But for other states, they made wrong statements.
As a result, some part of their results on the phase diagram are incorrect. In subsection 2.2, I point
out that BR saddles and BG saddles were missing in their investigation and examine their properties.
Finally, I show the complete phase diagram.

2.1 empty saddles and BH saddles

The Euclidean action for grand canonical ensembles [25, 26] is ¢

-1 1
IP[g, A] = Tive /M Bryg(R —2A) + Tom /M d3x\/gF,, F"™

-1 2 1 2
— — A 2.1
+8WG/aMdm@+8wG/de¢| | (2.1)

I focus only on the metric and the gauge field of the form

ds? = g datde” = f(r)dt* + f(lr)dﬂ + r2d¢? (2.2)
Aydat = Ay(r)dt (2.3)

and assume that they are the dominant contributions to the Euclidean path integral representation
of the grand canonical partition function Z(3, u,ry) of gravity. And I also assume that they are
purely “Euclidean”, meaning that the metric is the real Euclidean metric and the gauge field is
purely imaginary. 7 Here, 7 is the areal radius and the boundary at r = r,. Within this class of
metrics and gauge fields, there are at least two types of solutions. One is the empty saddle;

Empty saddle : f(r) =1 — Ar? (2.4)
Ay(r) = —ift (2.5)

5The last term becomes the standard counterterm for asymptotically AdS spacetime [27, 28] when A < 0, i.e.
ﬁ fBM dzyﬁ\/m = ﬁ fBM dzyﬁﬁ where 445 is the AdS radius. I used \/W instead of 1/la4s because it
can be used for any value of A. Note that all quantities in this paper do not have divergences because the boundary
sphere is of finite volume. So the last term is not necessary. It is just a constant shift of free energy and energy and
does not affect other thermodynamical quantities. However, only if there exists the counterterm, we can take a limit
ry/laas — oo with suitable rescaling of thermodynamical quantities and recover the thermodynamics of asymptotically
AdS boundary condition. (See subsection 4.1 of [1].)

"In order to keep the electric charge real in the Euclidean picture, the boundary value of A; must be imaginary
on the boundary. Therefore the simplest Euclidean solutions may be of real Euclidean metric and purely imaginary
gauge field, since these correspond to the well-known Lorentzian solutions after the Wick rotation. These may be the
analog of purely Euclidean solutions for the pure gravity case. For a little more detail, see the footnote 11 of [29],
where the similar problem of complex configurations for the rotating grand canonical ensemble was discussed.




The other is the black hole (BH) saddle. &

BH saddle : f(r) = Ar% — Ar2 — 8GO log TL (2.6)
H
.

Ay(r) = —2iQlog o (2.7)

where [, Q and ry € (0,7p) are parameters that depend on f3, i, 7, through the boundary condition
of the path integral for the grand canonical partition function Z (3, u,rp) [25];

boundary condition

Empty saddle : fla(rb) =p (2.8)
C dAr B 20 o
BH saddle : 7o flry) =B, 7f(7"b) log i L (2.9)

In the following, the function f will be used only for the BH (and BG) saddles. Substituting these
field configurations to the action (2.1), we get

free energy

\/1—Ar? /TA
Empty saddle : F = — YTel ’ + 4’G ’rb (2.10)

2 32 2
BH saddle: F = —~ z{gb) + V4‘Cj;‘7"b Argy i Q 2Q)

— log 2
WG ) )

Again, I want to emphasize that the parameters rgy and Q are functions of 3, 1, 7. For the empty
saddle, since it has no T" dependence and i dependence, the thermodynamical quantities are given

(2.11)

8 Although in the standard parametrization of solutions I should say that there is another type of saddles
f(r) = —Ar?
At (7‘) = —’L[L
which corresponds to the Poincare patch of AdS, we can obtain this from rg — 0 limit of BH saddles in the

parametrization in the grand canonical ensembles. As I will explain shortly, the parameter Q in (2.6) and (2.7) can
be written as

0= © —A(rg — %)
2 <2Gu2 + log :—Z) log :—Z
With this expression, we can show that
(the last term in (2.6)) — 0
Ay = —ivV—=Aryp = —ifi

In addition, unlike the BH saddles, this saddle can have any temperature. However, the free energy of this saddle is

/1 2 /
always larger than that of the empty saddle (i.e. Fpoincare =0, Fempty = —14—GAT” + %rh < 0.) So I will ignore
this saddle in this paper.



by

thermodynamical quantity

VI-A A
P=re e

Empty saddle : (2.12)
S=0 (2.13)
Q=0 (2.14)

op En
and S = f(E—puQ—F). Alternatively, since we also have finer-grained information about the saddle
point geometries, we can obtain them by

oF oF
For the BH saddle, we can obtain them by using the relations <—> =-—F, < ) =—Q
W,y B,

FE = / dpy/ouTIE; (2.15)
Q= / A/ us (2.16)

where 7;; and j* are the boundary currents of the metric and the gauge field, defined by Tij =
2 618, i 6IF

VY O V7 04 '

normalized Killing vector of the U(1) isometry on the boundary and u' is the normal vector of the

integration surface. Using these fine-grained definitions and the relation S = g(E — u@ — F), we

get

(The former current is known as the Brown-York tensor [30].) &% is the

thermodynamical quantity

BH saddle: E — Y/U0) | VIAL

iG Tl (2.17)

_TTH
S = el (2.18)
Q=0Q (2.19)

Although they did not insist on this point in [18], they showed that there exists a maximum
temperature for BHs that can be reached by the limit of the BH horizon approaching the boundary,
and that there are no BHs above this temperature. Since they did not show the analytical expression
of the temperature, I will derive it here. From the boundary conditions, the temperature can be
rewritten as a function of ry (and p), and its square is

2
Ta)? —A {—Glﬁ(rg —r%) + <2GM2 + log :—:I) 2 log :—I‘;} (220
TH) = 3 .
4m2rd (r2 —r?) <log :—g) <2G,u2 + log :_:1)




In order to apply L’Hopital’s theorem, I define functions Np2(rgy) and Dpz2(rg) by
Nr2(rg) = (the Numerator of T(?‘H)2 (2.20))

2
=—A {—G,uz(rg —r3) + <2G,u2 + log :—b> % log i } (2.21)
H

TH
Dr2(rg) = (the Denominator of T(TH)2 (2.20))
3
= 4’ (rE — %) <log Q) <2G,u2 + log Q) (2.22)
TH TH

As we can easily check, the fourth derivatives of these functions satisfy

NFZ(ra)  —A(l - 2Gp?)?

li = 2.23
v DI (rgp) 16m2G 2 (223)
—A(1 —2Gp?)?
Using L’Hoépital’s theorem, lim T(TH)2 = ( i) . Therefore, for fixed w, rg — rp limit
TH—Th 167T2G/1/2

of temperature is

V—A1-2Gp?
A \/Gp
The existence of a maximum temperature of charged BHs in the Einstein-Maxwell system in a box

was pointed out in [17, 1] for 4-dimensions, and in [31] for higher dimensions. Similarly, we can
derive the maximum charge of BH saddles;

Q) =2/ (2.25)

Note that T'(rp) does not depend on 7. On the other hand, Q(rp) does not depend on .
In addition, they have made two claims in [18] that I would like to claim to be false in the next
subsection.

T(ry) = (2.24)

Their claim [18] ‘ (which I will claim to be false)

e When taking the rz;7 — 7, limit of the BH saddles, it corresponds to the “M state”. Its entropy
is S = T, its charge is Q = 2/ %A, and its energy is F = —V4_GArb.

And its temperature T and its chemical potential 1 can be arbitrary values.

e There is a critical temperature, above which there are no BH saddles. Above this temperature,
“M states” give the dominant contribution.

According to their paper, the free energy of the “M state” is

vV—A —A
Ty — ™ ,u@ — (2.26)

4G 2G 2V G
They expressed this state as a state of “the black hole merging with the boundary”. An example of
the behavior of the free energies of the empty, BH, and M states, and the phase diagram are shown
in Fig. 1. In the next subsection, I will show that the horizon does not merge with the boundary

in the rg — 7, limit and can even be larger than the boundary.

FMstate (T, N) =
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Figure 1: Incorrect F — T diagram and phase diagram. (For the empty and BH phases, they
are correct.) In [18], they claimed that there are two phase transitions; one is the Hawking-Page
transition between the empty and BH phases, the other is a second order phase transition between
the BH phase and the M state. The transition point is the same as the termination point of the
BH branch and it is given by (2.24) and marked with the red dot in the left figure. (2.24) also
represents the boundary between the BH phase and the M states in the right figure. The boundary

/1_ 2
between the empty phase and the M state is given by the relation T = 12Ar EV—AG.

2.2 BR saddles, BG saddles, and thermodynamics

Instead of their two claims, I would like to claim that the following two are correct;

e When taking the ry — 7y, limit of the BH saddles, it corresponds to the Bertotti-Robinson(BR) saddles.

Its entropy is S = 5, its charge is Q = %@/%A, and its energy is E = —VAtE;Arb.

And its temperature T and its chemical potential p are NOT arbitrary values.

e There is a critical temperature, above which there are no BH saddles. Above this temperature,
“bag of gold(BG)” saddles give the dominant contribution.

Firstly, let’s show the limit 7 — 7, does not correspond to the situation where “the black hole
merges with the cavity” but to the Bertotti-Robinson (BR) geometry[21, 22]. ? Define a small
parameter ¢ by rg = r, — €. The first and second derivatives of f(r) at r =ryg =r, — e is

f(ry) = 5—;(1 —2Gu%)e + O(?) (2.27)
f"(rg) = —4A + O(e) (2.28)

9The original Bertotti-Robinson geometry [21, 22] is of 4 dimensions. The 3-dimensional version was obtained in
[23, 24].



[QNIS

By defining a new coordinate r = ry + er,t = =, the metric becomes

ds® = [ A2(1 —2Gu? ) — 2072 + O(e )] di? + ! di* + (rp + O(E))2d¢2
Gu [G;ﬁg(1 — 2G2)F — 272 + O(e)

(2.29)

Then, ¢ — 0 limit (i.e. near horizon and near extremal limit) leads to

1

di® 4 ride? (2.30)
[5—:\2(1 — 2Gp2)F — 2A72

A
ds® = [G 5(1—2Gpu )T’—ZAT‘:|d +

e [0,1] (2.31)

which is the Euclidean version of the 3-dimensional Bertotti-Robinson (BR) geometry. The gauge
field can be obtained in a similar way, i.e,

A= At(T‘)dt

\/ %Aaf + 0(82)] dg

—A

As with the standard argument for BHs, the absence of a conical singularity at 7 = 0 leads to the
unique temperature;

V-A1-2Gu?
Ton = el (2.33)
4m VG
which of course is the same as (2.24). We can also check that the parameter p is actually the
N7
chemical potential of this saddle i = = u. Free energy and other thermodynamical quantities
9it

are given by

free energy

BR saddle: F =

/—A rb,u [—A

thermodynamical quantity

BR saddle: E = _Arb (2.35)
4G
Ty
S 2G (2:36)
—A
Y 2.
Q=% (237)

So far, we have seen that the rg — 7, limit of BH saddles is not a singular geometry of zero size but



horizon horizon horizon

boundary boundary boundary

BH BR BG
' p
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Figure 2: Spatial section of the BH saddle, BR saddle, and BG saddle. They are characterized by
the radius of the horizon (or bolt); whether it is smaller or larger than the radius of the boundary.

a BR saddle, whose circumference of the transverse circle remains constant in the radial direction.
Since the limit is not singular, one might wonder whether a further deformation of saddles (i.e. the
extension of the parameter range of 7y beyond 7, of BH saddles) is possible. In fact, it is possible.
1] (Fig. 2)

For the metric and gauge field (2.6), (2.7), we still have regular geometries when 7z > ry,. These
are “bag of gold(BG)” saddles. The role of these saddles in pure gravity is discussed in [14, 15, 16]
and their importance for the 4-dimensional Einstein-Maxwell system was recently shown in [1]. To
distinguish them from BHs, let’s use rg for the horizon radius of BG saddles. The expression of
boundary conditions, thermodynamical quantities, and free energy are all the same except for the
following two points [1]; (i) Since r is increasing toward the bolt, f'(r¢) is negative. So there is a
minus sign in the relation between 8 and f’(rg) (2.38). (ii) Since the r component of the normal
vector of the boundary is negative for the same reason as before, @ is not @, but Q = —Q (2.42).
Summarize,

boundary condition

 —4r B 2Q Y
BG saddle : 70ra) V() = B, 7}0(%) log o 1 (2.38)

free energy

o V) VAL N Q7 207 .
BG saddle: F = e + TR N \/W—I—\/mlogrc; (2.39)

10
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Figure 3: Behavior of the free energies. The terminal point of the BH branch corresponds to the
BR saddle. Above the terminal temperature, there are BG phases which are thermodynamically
stable. For low pu, there is a Hawking-Page phase transition between the BH/BG phases as shown
in the left figure. For high u, the Hawking-Page phase transition does not occur and the system is
in the BH/BG phase for all T' as shown in the right figure. The left figure is the correct version of
Fig. 1.

thermodynamical quantity

BG saddle: 1= Y/ VIAL (2.40)

4G 4G
_ TG
S=% (2.41)
Q=-0 (2.42)

2 2 . .
Gp ) and the rg — rpe2¢* limit corresponds to T — .

The parameter range of ¢ is rg € [rb, rpe’
Therefore, the BG branch is connected to the BH branch and is always present and is dominant
above the BR temperature. The examples of the free energy behavior are shown in Fig. 3. The
behavior of the phase diagram depends on the value —Arg and are classified into three cases; the

case of 0 < —Ar? <1, —Ar} = —1, and 1 < —Ar}. They are shown in Fig. 4.

3 Difference between 3-dim. and 4-dim. (A < 0)

There are many qualitative and quantitative differences between the Einstein-Maxwell system in
3-dimensions and that in 4-dimensions. '© What I want to emphasize here the most is the behavior

OFor example,

e There is no upper bound on p for the BH and BG saddles in 3-dim., but /G = 1 is the upper bound in 4-dim.

. . . . 2 3
e In both cases, there exists the maximum horizon radius for fixed . 7@ maz = r5€2* for 3-dim. and r¢ maz =
Tbﬁ fOI' 4-dim.

e In 4-dim., there can exist another small BH phase in the low temperature region, separated from the main BH

11
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Figure 4: Examples of phase diagrams. The behavior of the phase diagram depends on the value
of —Ar? and is classified into three cases; the case of 0 < —ArZ < 1 (Left), —ArZ = —1 (Middle),
and 1 < —Ar? (Right). The left figure is the correct version of Fig. 1.

of the BH phase (and the BG phase) in the phase diagram versus the value of A. In 4-dimensions,
when we take A — 0 limit or A = 0, the phase diagram is still similar to the left figure in Fig. 4, i.e.
there is a BH phase [1]. However, in 3-dimensions, if we decrease the value of —Arg, the BH phase
shrinks. This can be seen from the fact that the boundary curve between the BH phase and the
BG phase is given by (2.33) and the curve becomes close to the T axis. This indicates that the BH
phase disappears when A = 0. The disappearance of the BH phase is not surprising, since, under
some suitable conditions, including the dominant energy condition, it is proved that there are no
BHs in 3-dimensions when A = 0 [19]. Even for the system with a box boundary, this statement
still be true [32]. What may be surprising is the existence of the BG phase even for the A — 0 limit.
This seems to imply that even for A = 0, the BG phase exists, possibly as a thermodynamically
stable state. However, I will show in the next section that BG saddles do exist, but they cause
thermodynamic instability.

4 A =0 case
In this case, there exist two types of saddles, the one is the empty saddle,
ds? = g dat'da” = dt* + dr® + rd¢? (4.1)

And the other type of saddles can be obtained by setting A = 0in (2.6), (and replacing the parameter
rg with rq,)

r
f(r) = -8GQ*log — (4.2)

ra

. r
A(r) = 2iQlog — (4.3)

ra

phase, when —Ar? is in a certain range. Compare Fig 4 and Fig. 11 in [1].

e When ;o = 0, the transition temperature is always given by 1" = ﬁ in 3-dim. and does not depend on A, as

shown in [18]. In 4-dim. it also depends on A.

12



Since for the coordinate range r € [y, rg), f(r) > 0 and f(rg) = 0, this is the BG saddle, which
is not singular. And here I also set Q = —@Q since these are BGs. The boundary conditions are
similar to those in subsection 2.2. From the boundary conditions, we get the following expression;

1 e
_ Q@ 1
I= 27y peGi (45)

At this point, if we admit a general fact that the Bekenstein-Hawking formula S = 5& is true,

1 we can easily see that the entropy does not change no matter how we increase or decrease the
temperature for fixed p (i.e., from (4.4) and the Bekenstein-Hawking formula, the entropy S(7 )
can be written as S = 5 = 2—8626“2 which does not depend on T'). This implies that the heat
capacity is zero. Therefore, if these saddles give dominant contribution, it leads to thermodynamical
instability of the system. 2 Explicitly, free energy and thermodynamical quantities are given by

free energy

-1
ty saddle: F'= — 4.
empty saddle ic (4.6)

Q? 2Q* h

BG saddle: F = — — log —
VI fm) TG
. _7T7‘bT 2 2G/J2
=30 (1+4Gp*) e (4.7)
thermodynamical quantity
—1
ty saddle: F = — 4.
empty saddle e (4.8)
S=0 (4.9)
Q=0 (4.10)
BGsaddle: E=0 (4.11)
_ e _ T 2Gu?
5C 56 ¢ (4.12)
Q = 2mr, T e (4.13)

Since, in this case, the BG free energy (4.7) is a linear function of 7', the “transition temperature”
can be easily found as
1

= 4.14
" 27y (1 + AGp?) €261 (4.14)

Ty

The “phase diagram” is shown in Fig. 5. Finally, let’s discuss what happens when we turn off p.

HStrictly speaking, we do not have to use the Bekenstein-Hawking formula here and we can confirm this relation
S = T;Tg by calculating the free energy and using thermodynamic relations, as I will derive in (4.12).
2Precisely, it is neither stable nor unstable, it is marginal. However, if it is not stable, the system may not reach

thermal equilibrium. It is in this sense that I refer to this situation as unstable.
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GT

Figure 5: “Phase diagram” of the case where A = 0. Since the BG “phase” is not thermodynami-
cally stable and the corresponding saddles give the dominant contribution, the system itself is not
thermodynamically stable either.

From (4.4), we see that p — 0 limit corresponds to rg — 7y, limit. Again, this limit does not lead to
the merging of horizon and boundary but leads to a regular geometry, which is the direct product
of the 2-dimensional Rindler space and S'. By defining a small parameter € by ¢ = G2, the first
derivative of f at r =rg is

8GQ?

f'lrg) = — . —327%m, 1% + O(e?) (4.15)

L
Then, the ranges of these new coordinates will be 7 € [0,1], t € [O, ﬁ] in the € — 0 limit. Then,

Since rg = 1pe* = 1y + 2rpe + O(e2), let’s define new coordinates by (rg — r) = 2rer, t =

in the ¢ — 0 limit, the metric and gauge field become '3
dt? 4r2e?
d 2 _ 64 2T2 2~ 9] 3 b d~2 O 2d 2
5% = [64nry T?e*F + O(e”)] e + CIm I T2 1 O] 7+ (rp + O(e))"do
1
272~ 772 <2 27,2

— 167~ T rdt” + Wd?‘ + de¢ (416)
A—0 (4.17)

If we further define the coordinates p and 7 by 7 = 472T?p?, 7 = 872T?t, the metric takes the
standard Rindler form

ds* = p*dr? + dp* + ryd¢? (4.18)
T € (0,27, p€[0,2nT] (4.19)

13 An alternative way is to take a double scaling limit of the BR geometry (2.30):

47rT:1/C:—;\2:ﬁxed, A—0, G2 =0
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The free energy of the Rindler x S' saddles is given by simply setting 1 = 0 in the free energy
of the BG saddles (4.7), and we can easily check that it will be dominant above the temperature
T = 5. (Fig. 5)

At first glance, the phase structures of the Einstein-Maxwell system in 3-dimensions and 4-
dimensions are similar when —Arg is sufficiently large. There are three phases, the empty phase,
the BH phase, and the BG phase (Fig. 4). However, when it is close to zero, differences appear;
For 4-dimensions, the BH phase exists when A — 0 or A = 0, and the system is thermodynamically
stable. For 3-dimensions, however, it shrinks in the A — 0 limit and ceases to exist at A = 0. So in
3-dimensions, when a negative A is switched off, the boxed systems no longer have the saddles with
the smaller horizon (i.e. BH saddles), as previously proved [19, 32], but still have the ones with the
same size or larger horizon (i.e. BR saddles and BG saddles). But these saddles make the system
thermodynamically unstable. '* If we also turn off x, the system does not allow the saddle with
the larger horizon (BG saddle), but still allows the ones with the same size horizon (BR saddle, or
Rindler x S' saddle), which again makes the system thermodynamically unstable.

This thermodynamical instability offers two options for how we think about the thermodynamics
of 3-dimensional gravity with A = 0. One is that the zero-loop approximation or restricting the
simple topology sector is not sufficient for 3-dimensions with A = 0. The other is that 3-dimensional
gravity is really thermodynamically unstable when A = 0.
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A Off-shell geometries for M states

This appendix is purely an appendix and has no direct relation to the result in this paper. In [18],
they claimed that the r; — 73 limit of the BH leads to the merging of the horizon and the boundary.
Even for such non-geometrical states, they claimed that there are thermodynamical meaning and
assigned the free energy of the form

vV—A Y ry, |—A
c T Ve (A1)

FMstate (T, N) =

But in subsection 2.2, I showed that the limit corresponds to the BR geometry, which is a
regular geometry and it does not have arbitrary temperature and chemical potential, but they have
a relationship (2.33). Although the geometric picture of the M states was wrong, the free energy of

MWhen A = 0 and p > 0, the BG saddle is not completely unstable, but it is a kind of marginal point, in the sense
that its heat capacity is not negative, but zero. It would be interesting to study the existence of hairy extensions of
BG saddles and their thermodynamical stability when A = 0.

5For the A > 0 case, there are the empty phase and the BG phase. The form of the metric and gauge field are the
same as in the A < 0 case. The coordinate range of r can be classified by the value of y; r € [ry, 00) for 2Gu® < 1,

2Gu

and r € [rbe 27 oo) for 1 < 2Gu2. But in both cases, the BG saddles are thermodynamically unstable and so is the

system. This situation is the same as in the 4-dimensional case [1].
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the M states at the BR point was correct.

FMstate(TBR(,u)’ :u) = FBR(:U) (A2)

In other words, at this BR point, the M state has a geometric picture, which is the on-shell BR
geometry. So one might expect that other M states deformed from the M state at the BR point
might have a geometric picture. Here, I show that BR geometries with a conical singularity

1
[5—32(1 — 2Gp2)7 — 272

A= —iy/ ?Ardt (A.4)
€ [0,1], te [O,ﬁm/%

can be a family of off-shell geometries whose free energy is given by (A.1). 1 The parameters of
this geometry are r, 4, and 3, where 8 is the circumference of the Euclidean time circle at the

boundary. When (8 # Sgr = \/47T_ 1 \/_C/; 31

it is off-shell. The action functional for geometries with a conical singularity is given by [33]

—A -
ds® = [G—Mz(l — 2Gp?)i — 2Af2] df + di? + rjdg’ (A.3)

this geometry has a conical singularity at 7 = 0, thus

E _ —1 3 1 / 3 0%
2 1 2 B
VoG | POt g [ o yAy+8 G L aovaer - (@) (A5)

The last term is for conical singularities and X represents the codimension-two surface of a conical
singularity and 27 — 6(¢) represents the (position dependent) conical deficit on the surface. The
bulk and boundary terms are the same as for a regular BR, i.e. they are given by [ times Fpg
(2.34). The additional contribution comes from the last term. Substituting (A.3) for it gives

%/Edwg(%—@(qﬁ)) yTel <2 + 56 2(1—2Gu2)5m/__A>
7T7‘b 7 —A
SGM VG Zh- TV g (A.6)

Therefore, the “off-shell” free energy of these Slngular BR geometries is given by

FszngulaT’BR = FBR +T X A 6

N _ —A rb,u —A 7T7‘b —A b —_A
- " SGM\/ s VG 8Gu\/ sV ot

vV—=A T
——T - —\/— A.

TR T A e ol (A7)
which is equivalent to the free energy of the M state (A.1).

150Of course, there are infinitely many families of off-shell geometries satisfying (A.1). This is just a simple example,
and probably the simplest.
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