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Abstract

We give an account of the state of the art about black hole entropy in Loop
Quantum Gravity. This chapter contains a historical summary and explains
how black hole entropy is described by relying on the concept of isolated hori-
zon, with an emphasis on different representations of its associated symmetry
group. It continues with a review of the combinatorial methods necessary to
understand the behavior of the entropy as a function of the area and concludes
with a discussion of the nature of the quantum horizon degrees of freedom that
account for the black hole entropy and the related issue of the fixing of the
Immirzi parameter.

1 Introduction

Black holes represent classical solutions of Einstein’s equations of General Rela-
tivity and they correspond to a final stage of isolated gravitational collapse. Starting
on the late sixties, the investigation of black hole (BH) physics has been full of sur-
prises and it revealed intriguing properties which turned these objects into a perfect
arena to test any candidate theory of Quantum Gravity. This chapter is devoted
to the application of the Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG) formalism to a statistical
mechanical treatment of BH microscopic degrees of freedom (DOF) in order to derive
their semi-classical and continuum properties within a quantum gravity approach.
The main focus is the derivation of the Bekenstein–Hawking entropy formula

S = kB A

4ℓ2P
, (1.1)

where (in units c = 1) kB is the Boltzmann constant, ℓP = √GN h̵ is the Planck length
and A the BH horizon area. In fact, right after the analogy between the laws of BH
physics and those of ordinary thermodynamics was found in [1], Bekenstein argued [2]
that a notion of entropy could be associated with a BH, namely S = αA/ℓ2

P
, where

α is a dimensionless, undetermined constant (from now on we set kB = 1). Plugging
this proposal into the BH first law

δM = κH

8πG
δA +ΦH δQ +ΩH δJ, (1.2)
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relating different nearby stationary BH spacetimes, immediately leads to a notion of
temperature proportional to the horizon surface gravity κH, namely TH = h̵κH/(8πα)—
in (1.2) ΦH is the electrostatic potential at the horizon, and ΩH the angular velocity
of the horizon—.

At the classical level though, the temperature of a BH is absolute zero since
nothing can escape once inside the horizon. By using methods from quantum field
theory in curved spacetimes, Hawking arrived at his famous discovery [3] of BH
radiance with a black body spectrum at temperature

TH = h̵κH

2π
, (1.3)

thus confirming the physical nature of surface gravity as the temperature of a BH
and fixing α = 1/4, which yields the entropy formula (1.1).

Although Hawking’s derivation relies on a semi-classical regime, analyzing the
scattering properties of a quantum test field on the background geometry of a large
BH before and after the collapse dynamical phase, the final elegant expression (1.1)
for the BH entropy involves the Planck length, i.e. the scale at which the quantum
aspects of the gravitational field cannot be neglected any more. Therefore, a proper
statistical mechanical understanding of the Bekenstein–Hawking formula can only be
achieved within a quantum gravity description of the horizon microscopic DOF. It
is the recovering of the exact numerical factor in front of the entropy leading term
which would then require to go to the semi-classical regime of the given quantum
gravity approach. Our goal is to show how these two steps can be completed within
the LQG formalism (for other detailed reviews see [4–6]).

1.1 History of black hole entropy in LQG

The beginning of the investigation of BH entropy in LQG can be dated back to the
pioneering work of Smolin [7], where an interplay between a topological QFT on the
boundary and a non-perturbative quantum gravity description of the gravitational
field in the bulk was proposed to describe the state space of a horizon and to provide
evidence for the holographic hypothesis. Subsequently, Rovelli [8] defined a statistical
mechanical system modeling a quantum non-rotating and non-charged horizon char-
acterized by a macroscopic parameter given by the LQG eigenvalue of the horizon
area. By identifying the BH entropy with the number of microstates of the hori-
zon quantum geometry compatible with the macroscopic configuration, he obtained
a result proportional to the area. Combining these results, Krasnov [9] proposed to
use SU(2) Chern–Simons (CS) theory to give a quantum mechanically description
for the microscopic states of a large Schwarzschild BH. The interplay between LQG
techniques and the CS formalism of the boundary theory led to a linear dependence of
the entropy on the area, with a proportionality coefficient depending on the Immirzi
parameter γ.

This framework for BH entropy computations in LQG was put on firm ground
by the introduction of a quasi-local notion of horizon in equilibrium, with bound-
ary conditions on the gravitational field specified only at a given inner boundary of
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spacetime. This is the notion of Isolated Horizon (IH) introduced in [10, 11] (see
also [12,13]), which provides a characterization of a static horizon but eliminates the
need to have a knowledge of the complete spacetime (like in the case of event hori-
zons); this allows for different bulk dynamical configurations which might be more
physically relevant (or even necessary) in certain quantum gravity scenarios. At the
same time, the IH framework is restrictive enough to recover the zeroth and first laws
of BH thermodynamics [14, 15].

In the original analysis of the IH classical phase space [16], it was shown that
the symplectic structure of general relativity in the first order formalism acquires,
through gauge fixing of the internal symmetry, a boundary term parametrized by
a U(1) CS connection. Quantization of this enlarged phase space was carried out
in [17], by respectively applying LQG and CS techniques to the bulk and boundary
Hilbert spaces. By coupling the two through the quantum imposition of IH boundary
conditions for a large, fixed value of the horizon area, the linear behavior in the area
of the leading term in the entropy was confirmed, as well as the need to fix γ to a
specific numerical value so to recover the Bekenstein–Hawking entropy formula.

While the fixation of the Immirzi parameter through the BH entropy calculation
was presented as a way to remove an ambiguity of the quantum formalism, such
approach may seem unnatural. In fact, at the classical level the Immirzi parameter
does not encode any physical ambiguity: Different sectors of γ simply amount to
different canonical transformations in the phase space that do not affect physical
observables. It is only at the quantum level that γ becomes a true ambiguity through
its appearance in the spectrum of geometrical operators. Therefore, relying on a
semi-classical calculation like the one explaining Hawking radiation, where gravity
is treated classically, in order to select a specific value of the Immirzi parameter
may be an indication that some ingredients are missing—see however Section 4 for
alternative views on this topic. Nevertheless, the seminal papers [16, 17] started a
rich investigation of the counting problem that led to the discovery of sub-leading
logarithmic corrections (independent of γ) and revealed a discrete structure of the
entropy functional for small values of the IH area [18–24]. It should be noticed that,
although the majority of the papers on BH entropy in LQG use the standard area
operator, it is actually possible to make use of other natural choices such as the flux-
area operator [25]. Although qualitatively this works much in the same way as the
usual approach, there are some interesting differences. The most obvious one being
that the area spectrum consists of equally spaced eigenvalues.

At the same time though, this detailed investigation also led to the emergence of
a second conflicting aspect. A logarithmic correction had been found before in [26],
without relying on the IH formalism but by counting the conformal blocks of the
SU(2) Wess–Zumino–Witten model on a 2-sphere with punctures. A sub-leading
term in the entropy was derived shortly after also by Carlip [27], relying on quite
general symmetry considerations about the algebra of constraints in general relativ-
ity in the presence of a (local) Killing horizon; the appearance of a natural Virasoro
subalgebra motivates the use of 2D CFT methods, previously proposed in [28], which,
not surprisingly since in both cases CFT methods play a fundamental role, led to a
logarithmic correction with the same numerical coefficient −3/2 as found in [26]. Car-
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lip argued that, at least for non-rotating BHs, this coefficient might have a universal
nature. However, this expectation was at clash with the result obtained with the
U(1) IH framework of [16, 17], which yields a numerical coefficient of −1/2.

A way to understand such discrepancy is to observe that the algebra of the U(1) IH
quantum boundary conditions, relating the fluctuations of the boundary connection
to those of the bulk fluxes defined on surfaces intersecting the horizon, does not
preserve the Lie algebraic structure of the classical theory. It follows that, at the
quantum level, one can impose only a subset of boundary conditions, leading to a
slight overcounting of microstates. This problem with the gauge symmetry reduced
model, together with an attempt to provide a more uniform treatment of the bulk
and boundary DOF, in order to make contact with the original ideas of [7–9] and
better understand the role of the Immirzi parameter, led to the development of an
SU(2)-invariant formulation of IHs [29–32]. These works clarified both the classical
and the quantum frameworks, which, in the non-rotating case, allowed to show how
the correct imposition of the quantum boundary conditions leads indeed to the −3/2
factor of the logarithmic correction [33].

Before reviewing the main technical aspects of the LQG BH entropy calculation,
let us point out two important aspects which are common to these different technical
approaches. The first one is the implementation of a ‘weak holographic principle’
(see e.g. [34] and [35] for an explicit formulation). This dates back to the first works
on the subject [7, 8] (an interesting discussion about it can be found in [36]). Weak
holography applied to the BH entropy counting implies that the relevant DOF are
only those measurable by observers just outside the horizon. In the LQG literature,
this principle has been applied by constructing the horizon density matrix by tracing
over all the bulk DOF, both interior and exterior, and assuming the reduced density
matrix to be maximally mixed. In this way, only the quantum horizon boundary DOF
are considered. These are encoded in the structure of a single intertwiner (either U(1)
or SU(2)) between all the punctures created by the bulk links piercing the horizon.
This intertwiner is assumed to be flat, namely the coarse graining over the bulk DOF
is assumed to wash away all the information about the interior bulk curvature (see,
however, [37] for an analysis of the holographic regime of LQG in the presence of
bulk entropy) and the total flux across the boundary (in the Ashtekar–Lewandowski
vacuum representation [38]) vanishes. There are valid arguments [6, 39, 40] why this
notion of holography is the only one that can survive in a background independent
quantum gravity context, while stronger forms of holography may hold in a fixed
background, semi-classical limit.

The second important aspect is that the LQG intertwiner construction of a quan-
tum IH is purely kinematical. In fact, within the IH framework, it has been shown
in [16] that, in order for the Hamiltonian time evolution (in the covariant phase space
formalism) to be well defined, the lapse function smearing the Hamiltonian constraint
of the canonical theory needs to vanish at the horizon. In other words, the bulk dy-
namics is switched off at the horizon (in this way the horizon area becomes a physical
observable) and one assumes that for each IH boundary state there exists at least one
physical bulk state compatible with it, which annihilates the Hamiltonian constraint.
In this sense the quantum IH construction is purely kinematical.
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As a final recent addition to the toolbox used to study BHs in LQG, it is worth
mentioning the recent work [41], where, instead of using a CS theory to describe the
quantum DOF sitting at the BH horizon, the authors introduce an SO(1,1) BF-
theory. The main consequence of this is the enlargement of the covariant phase space
of the system, which can include now spacetime solutions with any isolated horizon
as inner boundary.

2 Isolated horizons

Isolated horizons replace the teleological notion of event horizon with a weaker and
local definition involving the behaviour of fields only at the horizon, while allowing
us to derive laws analogue to those of BH thermodynamics. Let us review the more
relevant features of such a definition as provided in [11,14,15,42] (for more extensive
and technical reviews see, e. g., [5, 43]).

2.1 Boundary conditions

Let us consider an asymptotically flat 4-manifoldM with a metric gab of signature(−,+,+,+) and a null hypersurface ∆ of (M, gab) with topology ∆ = S2 × R. We
denote ℓ a future-directed null normal to ∆, ∇a the derivative operator compatible
with gab and qab the degenerate intrinsic metric corresponding to the pull-back of gab
to ∆. The IH boundary conditions require, first, that all the field equations and the
stronger dominant energy condition hold at ∆. Furthermore, ∆ is equipped with
an equivalence class [ℓ] of null normals, whose members are related by a positive
constant rescaling, and the expansion θ(ℓ) of any given null normal ℓ ∈ [ℓ] has to
vanish within ∆. These conditions are enough to guarantee that the horizon area of a
given 2-sphere cross-section As is constant in time (no flux of matter nor gravitational
radiation across ∆). Moreover, as implied by the Raychaudhuri equation, the null
normal ℓa is also shear-free, so that the spacetime connection ∇a induces a unique
intrinsic connection Da compatible with the induced metric qab. The above conditions
imply that the intrinsic metric qab is Lie dragged by ℓa, that is Lℓqab = 0. The
final restriction demands that the full intrinsic connection Da be conserved along ∆,
namely [L,D]∣∆ = 0. This condition allows one to define a notion of surface gravity
κℓ that is also constant along ∆ for each ℓ ∈ [ℓ] without the need to have a Killing
field even in the proximity of ∆. We thus recover a generalized zeroth law of BH
mechanics.

The isolated horizon boundary conditions provide a generalization of the Killing
horizon concept that encompasses all the globally stationary BHs. The freedom left in
the positive constant rescaling of the null normal ℓa reflects on the notion of surface
gravity, whose normalization is thus undetermined. This leads to a family of first
laws of IHs [15]. In the case of global Killing fields for asymptotically flat spacetimes
the same ambiguity is resolved by specifying the normalization of the Killing field at
infinity. If required, one can select a unique first law for IHs, e. g. in the non-rotating
case, by matching the surface gravity to that of stationary BHs.
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2.2 Phase space

In order to construct the Hilbert space associated with a quantum IH and thus
identify the DOF that account for its entropy, it is crucial to first study the IH phase
space structure at the classical level. In order to do so, it proves convenient to employ
covariant phase space methods. As the LQG quantization framework relies on the
holonomy-flux algebra, we consider general relativity it its first order formulation
and, more precisely, we focus on Einstein–Cartan–Holst gravity. In this case, the
fundamental variables are represented by a tetrad coframe field composed of R4-
valued 1-forms eI , with I = 0, i and i = 1,2,3 labeling internal Lorentz indices, and a
Lorentz connection ωIJ = −ωJI with curvature F IJ = dωIJ + ωI

K ∧ ωKJ .
The Einstein–Cartan–Holst (ECH) Lagrangian is given by

LECH = 1

2
EIJ ∧F IJ , EIJ[e] ∶= (∗ + 1

γ
)(eI ∧ eJ) , (2.1)

where the duality operation is defined as (∗M)IJ = 1

2
ǫIJKLMKL. The time gauge

in a ADM-like decomposition of spacetime adopted in canonical LQG is imposed by
demanding the component e0 to be a time-like vector field normal to the Cauchy
surface Σ intersecting an IH ∆ at a given 2-sphere cross-section H = ∆ ∩ Σ. Upon
this gauge fixing, the symplectic potential of the ECH formulation reads

κΘECH = 1

γ
∫
Σ

Ei ∧ δAi , (2.2)

where κ = 16πG, Ei ∶= ǫi
jk
ej ∧ ek and Ai ∶= Γi + γKi is the SU(2) real Ashtekar

connection. Here Ki ∶= ω0i is the extrinsic curvature of Σ, while Γi = −1

2
ǫijkωjk is the

spin connection such that Cartan’s equation dΓei = 0 holds. The symplectic potential
(2.2) tells us that the gravitational flux Ei and the real Ashtekar connection Ai are
canonical pairs in the bulk Σ if we start with the ECH formulation of gravity. However,
sticking to a connection variable in the bulk, we see that the ECH Lagrangian does
not give rise to any corner term on the IH cross-section H . Such a term would appear
if we revert to vector-like variables (Ei,Ki) in the bulk; in fact, using the properties
of Γi it can be shown that (2.2) can be recast in the form

κΘECH = ∫
Σ

Ei ∧ δKi + 1

γ
∫
H
ei ∧ δei . (2.3)

The implications of the corner symplectic potential in (2.3) in the quantum theory
were studied in [44]. If we wish to keep the corner term and a connection variable
in the bulk, we need to add a boundary Lagrangian term to LECH. This yields the
Palatini Lagrangian LP = LECH + dℓ, where the boundary Lagrangian reads [45].

ℓ ∶= 1

2γ
eI ∧ dωe

I . (2.4)

The reason why we call it Palatini Lagrangian follows from the fact that the associated
symplectic potential can be equivalently written as

κΘP = 1

γ
∫
Σ

Ei ∧ δAi + 1

γ
∫
H
ei ∧ δei = ∫

Σ

Ei ∧ δKi , (2.5)
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where in the second line we recognize the familiar canonical symplectic potential
expressed in terms of Palatini variables.

2.3 Constraints and charges

The importance of comparing these two different formulations of gravity and their
associated symplectic potentials stems from the fact that they lead to symmetry
charges for the IH that can vanish or not according to which formulation one con-
siders. This reflects the difference between gauge symmetries, which only label gauge
redundancies and cannot be used to label physical states of, say, the IH—since by
definition the corresponding Hamiltonian charges vanish on such states—and physical
symmetries which, instead, possess non-vanishing charges. While this difference does
not affect the standard BH entropy calculation in LQG, as reviewed below, it can
have important implications for its interpretation regarding the nature of the DOF
accounting for it and the role of the Immirzi parameter in the entropy counting (we
will come back to this in Sec. 4).

In the following we concentrate on static isolated horizons, namely we restrict our-
selves to the non-rotating case.1 As already pointed out, in order for the Hamiltonian
time evolution to be well defined, the lapse at the horizon must vanish. Moreover,
the time gauge fixes the internal boost freedom. Therefore, we only need to focus
on SU(2) internal rotations with parameter αi and spatial diffeomorphisms generated
by tangent vector fields non-vanishing on the horizon v ∈ T (Σ). In the bulk these
transformations are respectively generated by the Gauss constraint and the vector
constraint, respectively

dAE
i = 0 , (v⌟F i(A)) ∧Ei = 0 . (2.6)

By plugging the corresponding field transformations δα, δv into the symplectic form
Ω = δΘ, on-shell of these constraints (denoted with =̂), it is easy to show that [30]

κΩP(δα, δ) =̂ 0 , κΩP(δv, δ) =̂ ∫
H
δ ((v⌟Ei) ∧Ki) = 0 , (2.7)

where the last equality holds due to the boundary conditions for static isolated hori-
zons. Therefore, in the Palatini formulation defined by the symplectic potential (2.5),
SU(2) rotations and tangent diffeomorphisms represent degenerate directions of the
symplectic form for a static IH and their corresponding Hamiltonian charges vanish.
Stated otherwise, in this case the IH symmetry group

GH = Diff(H) ⋉ SU(2)H (2.8)

is trivially represented at the classical level for the static case.
On the other hand, if we consider the ECH formulation defined by the symplectic

potential (2.2), one can show [45]

κΩECH(δα, δ) =̂ 1

γ
∫
H
δ(αiEi) , κΩECH(δv, δ) =̂ − 2

γ
∫
H
δ(v⌟eidei) . (2.9)

1The staticity condition can be formulated by demanding the Newman-Penrose scalar component
(in a null tetrad frame adapted to the IH geometry) Im(Ψ2) to vanish [47].
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Hence, in this case the IH symmetry group (2.8) has a canonical representation in the
gravitational phase space of an isolated horizon. In particular, it is straightforward
to verify that the first set of charges in (2.9), E[α] = 1/(κγ) ∫H αiEi, reproduces the
non-commutativity relation of the LQG fluxes already at the classical and continuum
level, as pointed out already in [30]. More precisely, by means of the corner symplectic
potential expressing the non-commutativity of the frame field on H we recover the
su(2) Lie algebra {E[α],E[β]} = E[[α,β]] . (2.10)

These non-vanishing charges generate physical symmetries and can be used to label
different geometrical states of the horizon. The infinite dimensional IH symmetry
group (2.8) is a subgroup of the corner symmetry group representing the universal
maximally extended subgroup of bulk diffeomorphism in the presence of an embed-
ded codimension-2 surface. We refer the reader to the Chapter “Boundary Degrees
of Freedom in Loop Quantum Gravity” for a review of this subject and references
therein. Also, a recent study of the symmetry group and charges of non-expanding
horizons has been carried out in [48, 49].

Finally, the passage to a connection parametrization of the IH corner phase space,
which led to the original CS description of the boundary theory, can be achieved by
means of a horizon constraint relating the curvature of the real Ashtekar connection
at H to the corner flux. For spherical IHs considered in the rest of the Chapter, this
constraint takes the form

F i(A) H= −π(1 − γ2)
AH

Ei . (2.11)

Using this constraint, the symplectic form of spherical IHs in the Palatini formulation
can be recast as [30]

κΩP(δ, δ) = 1

γ
∫
Σ

δEi ∧ δAi − AH

πγ(1 − γ2) ∫HδAi ∧ δAi , (2.12)

where the corner term now reproduces the symplectic structure of an SU(2) Chern–
Simons theory at level

kCS = AH

4πℓ2pγ(1 − γ2) . (2.13)

The symplectic form (2.12) together with (2.11) represent the starting point for the
original IH quantization yielding the single intertwiner model introduced below.

As reviewed in Section 1.1, the CS parametrization of the IH corner phase space
was initially revealed in a U(1) gauge fixed formulation [17, 50]. The inclusion of
distortion for static isolated horizons was introduced in both the SU(2) and U(1)
constructions respectively in [31] and [51]; while progress towards the inclusion of
rotation was made in [32, 52–55]. Alternative parametrizations involving BF-like
variables and amenable to 2+1 LQG quantization techniques were proposed in [56–58].
A generalization to higher dimensional horizons and supersymmetry was formulated
in [59–61]. The addition of gauge charges was studied originally in [16] and later more
thoroughly in [62]. The extension to topologies different than the spherical one was
considered in [63].
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2.4 Quantum geometry

The symplectic structure (2.12) consists of a bulk and a corner contribution. The
bulk term, parametrized by the real Ashtekar connection and its conjugate flux, lends
itself to a quantization in terms of standard LQG techniques. This yields a bulk
Hilbert space with an orthonormal basis of quantum geometry states spanned by
spin networks. These are states labelled by: A collection of links joining at nodes of
arbitrary valence and forming a closed graph, a semi-integer positive number j (spin)–
unitary irreducible representation of SU(2)–assigned to each link, and an invariant
tensor (intertwiner) in the tensor product of SU(2) representations labelling the links
converging at the given node. We refer the reader to the Chapter “Emergence of
Riemannian Quantum Geometry” for more details on the construction of the LQG
Hilbert space of quantum geometry.

In the presence of the spacetime inner boundary associated with the IH, some of
the links can pierce the horizon 2-sphere. From an outside observer point of view, such
links end at the horizon, where they create punctures labelled by both the link spin j

and its corresponding magnetic number m. This way, the bulk Hilbert space can be
represented as the orthogonal sum of open spin networks with one link ending at each
of the n points on the horizon forming a given finite set P with {j}n = {j1, . . . , jn},
namely

HΣ = ⊕
P,{j}n

HP,{j}n
Σ

, (2.14)

such that all states in each subspace HP,{j}n
Σ

yield the same horizon area eigenvalue.
This decomposition is useful for the entropy counting in the area ensemble (Sec. 3).

The fact that the punctures are labelled also by (in general) non-vanishing mag-
netic numbers indicates that, in the quantum theory, local SU(2) charges defined on
a small patch of the horizon around each puncture are different from zero. From the
perspective of the Chern–Simons theory, these charges can be understood, by means
of the IH constraints (2.11), as sources of conical curvature singularities. In order to
restore local SU(2) gauge invariance at the punctures, one then needs to add corner
DOF, which can be understood as topological defects sourcing a distributional curva-
ture for the Chern–Simons theory. It is important to stress that, in this formulation,
these so-called would-be-gauge DOF [64] have a purely quantum origin. This way,
the corner Hilbert space can be identified with that of a Chern–Simons theory on
a punctured 2-sphere with level kCS given by (2.13), with flat curvature everywhere
except at the location of the punctures in a given ordered set P [17,29]. Upon identi-
fying the Chern–Simons punctures DOF with the bulk spin labels, as a consequence
of the quantum imposition of (2.11)—which restores local gauge invariance—the total
Hilbert space in the presence of a quantum IH can be written as

HIH = ⊕
P,{j}n

HP,{j}n
Σ

⊗HP,{j}n
H . (2.15)

Up to this point, the construction of the IH Hilbert space has been purely kinematical.
In order to define the physical Hilbert space, spatial diffeomorphism invariance needs
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to be implemented as well.2 This is a subtle but important aspect of the entropy
counting. As pointed out at the beginning of Section 2.3, if the tangent diffeomor-
phism charges vanish at the horizon, as it does in the Palatini formulation (2.12), then
the position of punctures on the horizon cannot be regarded as a physical quantity.
This means that states corresponding to different localizations of the punctures on
the horizon need to be considered as physically equivalent, and only the number n

of punctures is required to characterize physical states. At the same time, in order
for the quantization of the corner phase space to be well defined, an ordering of the
punctures needs to be introduced. Moreover, for the entropy counting to yield a re-
sult linear in the horizon area, the punctures need to be considered distinguishable,3

so that different orderings count as different physical states and contribute to the
entropy—the importance of distinguishability between two sets of punctures differing
by their ordering was originally pointed out by Krasnov [67]—. Different orderings
can be obtained by the action of tangent diffeomorphisms, which act transitively on
this additional structure. This means that, in the quantum theory, a subset of dif-
feomorphism charges at the horizon needs to be activated, the same way as a finite
set of local SU(2) charges are. In the standard treatment then, also these extra and
necessary diffeo DOF are considered to have a purely quantum origin—we will come
back to this important interpretational aspect in Sec. 4.

Hence, upon imposition of the spatial diffeomorphism constraint, and keeping in
mind the distinguishable statistical character of the punctures, the IH physical Hilbert
space for given number n of punctures can be written as

Hn
IH
= ⊕
{j}n
H{j}n

Σ
⊗HCS

H (j1, . . . , jn) , (2.16)

where the spins j1, . . . , jn are subject to the horizon area constraint

AH − δ ≤ 4πγℓ2P
n∑
i=1

√
ji(ji + 1) ≤ AH + δ , (2.17)

where we introduced an area interval with δ of the order of the Planck area. Finally,
there is an additional global constraint that follows from (2.11) and the spherical
topology of the horizon, which implies that a loop going around all the punctures is
contractible and, hence, the holonomy along it should be trivial. This implies the
inclusion

HCS
H (j1⋯jn) ⊂ Inv(j1 ⊗⋯⊗ jn) , (2.18)

where Inv denotes the invariant subpace in the tensor product, which becomes an
equality in the large area limit AH ∝ kCS → ∞. Therefore, for a large BH, the
horizon Hilbert space can be effectively identified with a SU(2) intertwiner space
between the spins associated to all the punctures. This single intertwiner picture can

2Recall that the Hamiltonian constraint does not play a direct role, as the lapse smearing function
needs to vanish on the horizon.

3See [65,66] for the analysis and alternative models involving different statistics of the punctures.
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also be understood as the result of a coarse graining procedure of the DOF of a spin
network in the BH interior [68].

By further tracing over the exterior bulk DOF while restricting to horizon states
compatible with (2.17), in accordance with the weak holographic principle advocated
above, we arrive at the IH density matrix ρIH. Demanding the final BH state to be a a
maximally mixed state, or equivalently the validity of a maximal entropy principle—
which is expected to capture some relevant features of the effective dynamics in the
continuum limit [69]—, the quantum statistical mechanical horizon entropy is given
by

S = −Tr(ρIH lnρIH) = ln(NIH) , (2.19)

where NIH is the dimension of the IH corner Hilbert space. Its derivation through
combinatorial methods is the subject of the next section.

3 Black holes and combinatorics

In order to compute the entropy of a physical system one has to count the number
of microscopic configurations compatible with its macroscopic state, i.e. solve a com-
binatorics problem. Ideally, one would like to have closed expressions for the entropy,
but often, it is necessary to work with asymptotic expansions to really understand the
behavior of the entropy in the large area limit (for which we expect that the “static”
description discussed above is good enough).

The specific nature of the combinatorial problems relevant to the computation
of BH entropy makes it necessary to work with diophantine equations. Two other
technical tools are also useful: generating functions and Laplace transforms (as first
pointed out in [19]). As we will show, from the Laplace transform of the BH entropy
as a function of its area, it is possible to obtain the large area behavior. This is
how the Hawking law is recovered in this setting. In the context of LQG, the use of
combinatorial methods shows up at a very basic level; for instance, when trying to
understand the area operator. The distribution of area eigenvalues can be studied
in great detail [70] by using methods similar to those employed to computate of the
entropy, so we will give a short account on this problem in the following.

3.1 The spectrum of the area operator

The spectrum of the area operator ÂS associated with a surface S has a compli-
cated structure (see [71,72]), however, when studying BHs in LQG modelled with the
help of isolated horizons, the relevant part of it is given by

As = 4πγℓ2P
n∑
j=1

√
kj(kj + 2) ; kj ∈ N ; n ∈ N . (3.1)

For simplicity, in the following we will use units such that 4πγℓ2
P
= 1. The combina-

torial problem that must be solved in order to describe the distribution of the area
eigenvalues can be phrased as follows:
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For every positive number a > 0 determine the function N(a) defined as one plus
the number of different multisets consisting of positive integers kj ∈ N such that

∑
j∈N

√
kj(kj + 2) ≤ a .

The value of N(a) tells us the number of eigenvalues of the area in the interval[0, a] taking into account the degeneracy associated with the fact that different mul-
tisets of positive integers may give the same area eigenvalue. Several approximate
ways to study this problem have been discussed in the literature (see [70] and ref-
erences therein), however, it is possible to tackle it without relying on popular, but

difficult-to-control, approximations such as
√
kj(kj + 2) ∼ kj and √kj(kj + 2) ∼ kj +1.

Notice, by the way, that N(a) is a staircase function, i.e. an increasing function which
is constant except at a countable set of values of the independent variable a where
it jumps (precisely the eigenvalues of the area operator!). The Laplace transform4

of functions of this type can often be obtained in closed form because the Heaviside
θ(a − a0) step function (a0 > 0) can be expressed as5

θ(a − a0) = 1

2πi ∫
c+i∞

c−i∞

e(a−a0)s

s
ds , (c > 0) ,

and, hence, if the jumps of N(a) at an > 0 (n ∈ N) are βn, we can write

N(a) = 1

2πi ∫
c+i∞

c−i∞

eas

s
N̂(s) , with N̂(s) ∶= ∑

n

βne
−ans . (3.2)

In practice, the effectiveness of this strategy hinges on the possibility to write the
function N̂(s) in an appropriate closed form. As discussed in [73,74], by using gener-
ating functions and some properties of the solutions to the Pell equation, it is actually
possible to find the following expression for N̂(s)

N̂(s) = ∞∏
k=1

1

1 − exp ( − s√k(k + 2) ) . (3.3)

Plugging this into (3.2) provides an integral representation for N(a) which can be
used to extract the asymptotic behavior of N(a) when a → ∞, and approximate
expressions in other regimes (for instance, for small values of a) [70].

As the derivation of (3.3) is actually the first step in the BH entropy computations,
we will give now some details about it. An important preliminary comment is that
the eigenvalues of the area (3.1) can always be written as linear combinations, with
integer coefficients, of square roots of square free numbers6 pj (j ∈ N), (p1 = 2 , p2 =

4If f ∶ R+ → R ∶ x↦ f(x), we denote its Laplace transform as L(f ; s) ∶= ∫
∞

0
e−sxf(x)dx.

5The integration contour, denoted with the limits c − i∞ and c + i∞, is the straight line, parallel
to the imaginary axis, Re(z) = c with c larger than the real part of the singularity in the integrand.

6These are positive intergers which can be written as products of different primes, i.e. such that
their prime number decomposition has no repeated factors.
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3 , p3 = 5 , p4 = 6 , . . .). If a certain linear combination ã ∶= ∑r
k=1 qk

√
pk is to be an

eigenvalue of the area operator, it must be possible to find solutions to the equation

∑
k∈N

nk

√
k(k + 2) = r∑

j=1
qj
√
pj (3.4)

in the unknowns k ∈ N and nk ∈ N. A solution (k,nk) means that a state with nk

edges piercing the horizon and carrying k/2 spin labels is an eigenfunction of the area
operator with eigenvalue ã. If several solutions exist, the eigenvalue is degenerate and,
if no solution exists, then ã does not belong to the spectrum of the area operator.
Each term of the form

√
k(k + 2) in (3.4) can be written as the product of an integer

times the square root of a squarefree number (SRSFN), hence, the left hand side of
(3.4) will always be a linear combination of SRSFN’s with coefficients given by integer
linear combinations of the nk. Then, we have to identify, for each of the pj appearing

in ã, the possible values of k satisfying
√
k(k + 2) = √(k + 1)2 − 1 = y√pj for some

y ∈ N. This amounts to solving the Pell equation

(k + 1)2 − pjy2 = 1 (3.5)

in the unknowns k and y for each pj. The solutions to (3.5) are well known. For each
squarefree pj they are an infinite set of the form (kj

m, y
j
m) labeled by m ∈ N. They all

derive from a fundamental solution (ki
1
, yi

1
)—which corresponds to the lowest values

of k and y—and are given by a simple formula (see [23]). For instance, for p1 = 2 the
fundamental solution to the Pell equation (3.5) is (2,2) and the first solutions are(2,2) , (16,12) , (98,70) , . . .

By doing this for all the square free numbers pi appearing in ã we can put the left
hand side of (3.4) in the form ∑r

j=1∑∞m=1 nk
j
m
y
j
m
√
pj , with n

k
j
m
non-negative integers,

and write (3.4) as
r∑

j=1

∞∑
m=1

n
k
j
m
yjm
√
pj = r∑

j=1
qj
√
pj . (3.6)

Taking into account that the
√
pj are linearly independent over the rationals, equation

(3.6) can actually be written as the system of r equations

∞∑
m=1

yjmnk
j
m
= qj , j = 1, . . . , r (3.7)

in the unknowns n
k
j
m
. It should be noted that the sum in (3.7) is always finite with

a number of terms that depends on qj (the y
j
m grow with m). Another important

fact is that, for different square free numbers pj1 and pj2 , the sets {kj1
m ∶ m ∈ N}

and {kj2
m ∶ m ∈ N} are always disjoint. This can be shown by noting that if k ∈{kj1

m ∶ m ∈ N} ∩ {kj2
m ∶ m ∈ N}, then, there exist positive integers y1 and y2 such that

p1/p2 = y21/y22, but this is impossible. Indeed, the irreducible form of the fraction p1/p2
is the quotient of two square free numbers (say, π1 and π2) and the irreducible form
of the fraction y2

1
/y2

2
is the quotient of the squares of two integers (say, z1 and z2).

Now, the irreducible form of a fraction is unique, hence, π1 = z21 and π2 = z22 , which
leads to a contradiction as π1 and π2 are square free.
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We then see that the variables n
k
j
m

appearing in each of the equations in (3.7)
are different. As a consequence, the equations are independent and can be solved
separately. There are, in fact, well-known algorithms to do this. However, for our
purposes it suffices to know the number of solutions to these equations. This can
be easily achieved by using generating functions. For instance, let us consider the
following equation in the non-negative, integer unknowns zj , j ∈ N (here, aj ∈ N)

N∑
j=1

ajzj = q
for each q ∈ N. Now, the number of solutions to this equation is the coefficient of the
xq term in the Taylor expansion about x = 0 of the function

f(x) = 1

∏N
j=1(1 − xaj)

—that we denote as [xq]f(x)—, as can be easily seen by multiplying the Taylor
expansions of 1/(1 − xaj), and tracking the origin of the terms that add up to give
each power of x in the expansion. By proceeding in this way, it is straightforward
to see that the number of solutions to (3.6) can be written as [xq1

1
⋯xqr

r ]G(x1, x2, . . .)
with G given by the following formal series involving an infinite number of variables
xj , each one of them associated with the corresponding square free integer pj,

G(x1, x2, . . .) = ∞∏
j=1

∞∏
m=1

1

1 − xy
j
m

j

. (3.8)

Notice that, for a concrete choice of a finite number of qj , one only needs to consider
a truncation of G involving a finite number of variables—the ones associated with
the square free numbers appearing in the right hand side of (3.4)—. Also, given a
particular value of ã, the maximum value of each y

j
m is bounded by ã; this constraints

the possible values of m. Now, we are in the position to finally obtain (3.3). In order
to do so, we simply have to turn the terms of the form x

q1
1
⋯xqr

r in the power series
expansion of G into exp ( − s∑r

j=1 qj
√
pj). This can easily be achieved by replacing

each xj by exp(−s√pj). This leads to
N̂(s) = G(e−s√p1, e−s

√
p2 , . . . ) = ∞∏

j=1

∞∏
m=1

1

1 − e−syjm√pj
= ∞∏

j=1

∞∏
m=1

1

1 − e−s√k
j
m(kjm+2)

.

To end, we notice that, as {kj1
m ∶ m ∈ N} and {kj2

m ∶ m ∈ N} are always disjoint,
and every k ∈ N is the solution to some Pell equation (corresponding to a square

free number that can be identified by computing
√
k(k + 2) and taking out from the

square root as many factors as possible), the products appearing in the preceding
expression can be written as in (3.3).

Several comments are in order now:

• The expression for N(a) given by (3.2,3.3) is very well suited to analyze the
spectrum of the area operator (3.1) because it encodes both the position of the
area eigenvalues and the degeneracy associated with the fact that the same area
eigenvalue can correspond to different spin network states.
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• It should be pointed out, however, that the number of area eigenstates smaller
or equal than a given area a is given by limA→a+N(a) and not by N(a). This is
so because the value of the inverse Laplace transform at a jump singularity is
the average of the left and right limits there.

• It is important to realize that, if the area spectrum were equally spaced, it
would be possible to encode the content of the function N(a) in a (formal)
power series of a single variable. In this sense, Laplace transforms prove to be
far superior because they can accomodate more general situations as the one
relevant here.

3.2 Black hole entropy computations

In the preceding subsection we have looked at the spectrum of the area operator.
We will briefly explain now how the BH entropy is defined according to some prescrip-
tions considered in the literature7 and how it can be computed by using generating
functions along the lines spelled above. Here we will focus on the U(1) case; we will
make some comments on the SU(2) case at the end of the section. A typical phrasing
of the counting problem that must be solved in order to compute the entropy of a
BH is the following [18]

The entropy S(a) of a BH of area a is log (1 +N(a)), where N(a) is the number
of all the arbitrarily long, finite, sequences (k1, . . . , kn) of non-zero integers such that
the following two conditions hold:

N∑
j=1

√∣kj ∣(∣kj ∣ + 2) ≤ a , N∑
j=1

kj = 0 .

The problem can be solved by following these four steps:

1. For a given value ã of the area find the number of ways to choose positive
integers ∣kj ∣ ∈ N such that

N∑
j=1

√∣kj ∣(∣kj ∣ + 2) = ã . (3.9)

At this stage we do not care about order, i.e. we only need to find out how
many times each integer appears (we just count multisets).

2. Count the possible ways of ordering the multisets obtained in step 1.

3. Count all the ways to introduce signs in the sequences of integers considered in
step 2 in such a way that the condition ∑N

j=1 kj = 0 holds. Here kj refers to ∣kj ∣
with a positive or negative sign.

7We will not be exhaustive here, we will just consider a particular example which, nonetheless,
we consider as sufficiently illustrative.
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4. Repeat for all the area eigenvalues smaller or equal than ã and add the results.

Step 1 has been essentially solved in subsection 3.1 where we discussed how to count
the number of solutions to the diophantine equations that tell us the different ways
to get a given area eigenvalue. As we showed, a neat way to encode this information
was to use the generating function (3.8). In this step we just determine the number
of multisets (configurations) {(kj

m, nk
j
m
)} associated with a given ã =∑j qj

√
pj.

Step 2, let us consider a configuration

(1, . . . ,1´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
n1

, . . . , k, . . . , k´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
nk

, . . . , kmax, . . . , kmax´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
nkmax

) , n1 , n2 , . . . , nkmax
> 0 .

The number of ways to reorder the elements in this configuration is just given by the
multinomial coefficient (∑kmax

k=1 nk)!/∏kmax

k=1 nk!.
We can now modify the generating function (3.8) in such a way that the coefficient

of each term gives us the number of possible reorderings. The way to do this is
explained in [74]. The final result is

G(2)(x1, x2, . . .) = (1 − ∞∑
j=1

∞∑
m=1

x
y
j
m

j )
−1

. (3.10)

Step 3 The condition ∑N
j=1 kj = 0 (often referred to as the projection constraint) can

be taken into account by including an extra variable in (3.10). As discussed in [74]
and [75] the generating function

GDL(z, x1, x2, . . .) = 1

1 −∑∞j=1∑∞m=1(zkjm + z−kjm)xy
j
m

j

(3.11)

(here the label DL stands for Domagala–Lewandowski) is such that

[xq1
1
x
q2
2
⋯][z0]GDL(z, x1, x2, . . .) =∶ [xq1

1
x
q2
2
⋯]G̃DL(x1, x2, . . .)

gives the number of sequences of integers (k1, . . . , kN) satisfying the conditions

N∑
j=1

√∣kj ∣(∣kj ∣ + 2) = a , N∑
j=1

kj = 0 .
We will write this number as DDL(q1√p1+q2√p2+⋯) and refer to it as the BH degen-
eracy associated with the area eigenvalue q1

√
p1+q2√p2+⋯. Notice that DDL(0) = 1.

This will take care of the 1 introduced in the definition of the entropy as log (1+N(a)).
By using Cauchy’s theorem we can write

[z0]GDL(z, x1, . . .) = 1

2πi ∮c
dz

z
GDL(z, x1, . . .) = 1

2π ∫
2π

0

dθGDL(eiθ, x1, . . .) ,
where c is a positively oriented contour around the origin that we parameterize as
z = eiθ. For (3.11) this gives

G̃DL(x1, x2, . . .) = 1

2π ∫
2π

0

1

1 − 2∑∞j=1∑∞m=1 cos(kj
mθ)xy

j
m

j

dθ . (3.12)
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Step 4 To conclude, in order to compute the entropy S(a) we have to take into
account the inequality that appears in its definition. To this end, given a value a

of the area, we have to repeat the previous procedure for all the area eigenvalues,
smaller or equal to a, and add the resulting BH degeneracies.

If we had a concrete formula giving the eigenvalues an of the area operator as a
function of n ∈ N, this task would indeed be very simple: we would first build the
generating function f(z) = ∑∞n=0DDL(an)zn (maybe as a formal power series) and
then consider f(z)/(1− z) (see [76]). However, as far as we know, no such formula is
available. The alternative is to use Laplace transforms as shown in the following. To
begin with we can write

∑
{n∶an≤a}

DDL(an) = ∫ a

0

∞
∑
n=1

DDL(an)δ(a′ − an)da′ .
Remembering that L(δa0 , s) = e−a0s , (a0 > 0) ,L (∫ a

0
f(a′)da′, s) = 1

s
L(f, s), we have

∑
{n∶an≤a}

DDL(an) = L−1 (1
s

∞
∑
n=1

DDL(an)e−ans, a) .
The key insight now is

∞
∑
n=1

DDL(an)e−ans = 1

2π ∫
2π

0

1

1 − 2∑∞j=1∑∞m=1 e−syjm√pj cos(kj
mθ)dθ

= 1

2π ∫
2π

0

1

(1 − 2∑∞k=1 e−s√k(k+2) cos(kθ))dθ ,
which, immediately, gives

eS(a) = 1

4π2i
∫

2π

0
∫

x0+i∞

x0−i∞

eas

s(1 − 2∑∞k=1 e−s√k(k+2) cos(kθ))ds dθ , (3.13)

where the integration contour, formally denoted with the limits x0−i∞ and x0+i∞ in
the s-integration, is the straight line, parallel to the imaginary axis, {z ∶ Re(z) = x0}
with x0 larger than the real part of every singularity in the integrand of (3.13).

Several comments are in order now:

• The expression (3.13) is exact, but it must be remembered that, to compute S

for a value of the area spectrum, it is necessary to take a limit from the right.

• It is specially useful to study the asymptotic behavior of S(a) in the large-a
regime. To this end, it is possible to employ well-known asymptotic techniques.
When these are applied to the present case the Bekenstein–Hawking area law
is recovered for a particular choice of the Immirzi parameter γ = 0.237⋯.

• From a practical point of view, the best way to get concrete values of the entropy
for not-too-large areas is to use (3.12).
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• In order to simplify the computations to understand the behavior of the BH
entropy, it is quite common to sidestep the introduction of the projection con-
straint and work directly with (3.10). This leads to an approximate value of
the entropy given by

eS
∗(a) = 1

2πi ∫
x0+i∞

x0−i∞

eas

s(1 − 2∑∞k=1 e−s√k(k+2))ds ,
which is somewhat easier to analyze than (3.13). As a matter of fact, this ex-
pression leads to the Bekenstein–Hawking law for the same value of γ = 0.237⋯,
but with no logarithmic corrections.

• A similar approach can be followed to work with some other prescriptions
[29, 77]. The main difference from the ones discussed here, as far as the com-
binatorial problem to be solved is concerned, lies in the form of the projection
constraint that must be implemented. In any case, the procedure is similar to
the one discussed here: introduce an extra variable z in the relevant generating
functions. The specific way to do this can be found in [75]. In these two in-
stances the value of the Immirzi parameter leading to the Bekestein–Hawking
law is γ = 0.274⋯ which differs from the one given above. The respective log
corrections are

−1
2
log(a/ℓ2P ) (GM) , −3

2
log(a/ℓ2P ) (ENP) .

As mentioned above, the logarithmic term for the U(1) case is also −1

2
log(a/ℓ2P ).

3.3 Features of the black hole degeneracy spectrum

Very soon after BHs were considered in the context of LQG, direct numerical
investigations unearthed an unexpected regularity in the behavior of the entropy as
a function of area [21, 22, 78]; in fact, the entropy appeared to be quantized much in
the way predicted by Bekenstein and Mukhanov [79]. One of the first applications
of the combinatorial and number theoretic methods described above was to check
and confirm the above claims. They were later used to understand the origin of the
observed substructure from first principles.

The main tool for this purpose is to use the peak counter first proposed in [78].
The idea is to find a way to partition the space of possible configurations of k-labels
in such a way that the peaks observed in the BH degeneracy distribution (see Figure
3 of [78]) are isolated. This can be achieved by introducing functions in the space of
BH configurations (i.e. the different choices of spin labels for the edges of the spin
network state that pierce the horizon) in such a way that their level sets select those
corresponding to the peaks in the BH degeneracy spectrum.

Given a configuration {(k,nk)} we define the following functions

N ∶ C → N ∶ {(k,nk)}→∑
k

nk , K ∶ C → N ∶ {(k,nk)}→∑
k

knk , P = 3K + 2N .
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The first one counts the number of edges of the spin network state that pierce the
horizon, the second adds twice the spin labels of these edges and the third is a simple
combination of both of them. The level sets Pp ∶= P −1(p) of the function P provide
a partition of the space of configurations C = ∪p∈NPp. An interesting observation [78]
is that for each p ∈ N the level set Pp picks configurations that select a single peak
in the BH degeneracy spectrum. This is a non-trivial fact because other conceivable
choices—for instance, the functions P(α,β) ∶= αK + βN with α,β ∈ N—do not provide
such a neat partition of C (this is discussed in [24]).

The availability of the peak counter P is very helpful to understand the staircase
structure of the BH entropy for microscopic BHs and its eventual persistence for large
horizon areas. This is so because the function that gives the entropy as a function of
the area can be built as a sum of the contributions of the individual steps singled out
by P . In practice this is done by using the generating function

ĜDL(ν, s) ∶= [z0] (1 − ∞∑
k=1

ν3k+2(zk + z−k)e−s√k(k+2))−1 , (3.14)

where a new variable ν has been introduced in such a way that the inverse Laplace
transform of [νℓ]ĜDL(ν, s) gives precisely the contribution of the ℓ-th peak to the
BH entropy (see [24] for details). After a suitable normalization, the peaks of the BH
degeneracy spectrum can be interpreted as probability densities leading to probability
distributions. A remarkable fact is that the values of the parameters that describe
these distributions (the mean and the variance, but also higher moments) can be
extracted from the generating function (3.14) in a straightforward way. Indeed, the
expectation value for the n-th power of the area an associated with the probability
distribution defined by the p-th step in the entropy can be computed as

E(an∣p) = (−1)n [νp] ( ∂n

∂sn
∣
s=0 Ĝ

DL(ν, s))
[νp]ĜDL(ν,0) .

From this it is possible to get the mean and the variance of the distribution and
find several useful approximations for the BH entropy. The crudest one only makes
use of the mean and provides a very good approximation for the position of the
observed steps in the entropy when plotted as a function of the horizon area. If the
mean and the variance are used, it is possible to approximate the steps as Gaussian
distributions. These can be used to understand the fading of the staircase structure
as a consequence of the fact that their width grows linearly with the BH area.

We end with a word of caution. In the thermodynamical limit, the entropy satisfies
some smoothness and concavity conditions. These are essential in order to use the
standard formalism of thermodynamics in which fundamental quantities, such as the
temperature or the pressure, are defined as derivatives of the entropy. As discussed
in [80], it is important to understand how the thermodynamic limit changes the results
discussed here, which have been obtained in the microcanonical ensemble.
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4 Entropy DOF and the Immirzi parameter

Now that we have presented the technical details for the derivation of the Bekenstein–
Hawking area law from the counting of microscopic states of the horizon as identified
within the LQG framework, let us comment on the nature of these DOF and the
related issue of the fixation of the Immirzi parameter.

We reviewed in Sec. 2.3 that the IH phase space—before imposition of spherical
symmetry—is characterized by the symmetry group (2.8). As elucidated in [45, 46],
different formulations of gravity, related by different choices of boundary Lagrangian,
can provide different representations of the corner symmetry group. We saw that in
the Palatini formulation, which is the standard starting point of the LQG quantization
of IHs, the symmetry group (2.8) is trivially represented, namely all the IH corner
charges vanish. It is only at the quantum level that a finite set of these local SU(2)
charges are activated through singular excitations of quantum geometry. In addition,
also a subset of tangent diffeomorphisms permuting the punctures are included in
the counting. Therefore, from the standard perspective, all the DOF accounting for
the BH entropy have a purely quantum origin, while the classical counting for a
spherically symmetric IH would naively lead to a zero entropy.

This perspective, however, may seem quite counterintuitive from a statistical me-
chanics point of view applied to ordinary systems, like an ideal gas, where any quan-
tum degree of freedom has a classical counterpart. In fact, the situation is usually the
opposite than the one described above, with the Gibbs entropy (the classical analog
of the von Neumann entropy like (2.19)) that is often divergent, since the properties
of classical systems are continuous and the number of classical microstates uncount-
ably infinite; it is only a coarse graining of the phase space that renders the classical
statistical entropy of the system finite. In the quantum theory, this regularization
procedure is implemented through the discreteness of the spectrum of the relevant
observable, like the energy, defining the ensemble.

We thus see that the interpretation of the BH entropy DOF can be reconciled with
this familiar statistical mechanics point of view if we adopt a gravity formulation, like
the ECH one (2.3), where the IH symmetry group is represented non-trivially in the
phase space by having an infinite set of non-vanishing charges at the classical and
continuum level. In this case then, the crucial question is wether the quantization of
such phase space, or equivalently of the IH corner symmetry algebra, can be achieved
and the counting based on the new set of quantum numbers still yields an entropy
proportional to the area. While entering this terrain is beyond the scope of this
Chapter, let us conclude this section with a few observations and remarks about this
alternative description of an IH quantum geometry, in line with the content of the
“Boundary Degrees of Freedom in Loop Quantum Gravity” Chapter which can shed
light on the role of the Immirzi parameter.

It was shown in [45,81] that a regularization procedure of the infinite-dimensional
corner symmetry algebra, independent of a choice of bulk discretization, can be intro-
duced, yielding a finite-dimensional coarse-grained subalgebra associated with (2.8).
This allows one to recover a discrete surface area spectrum already at the contin-
uum and semiclassical level, as well as the LQG flux algebra representing one of the
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main ingredients of the IH quantization we reviewed. Moreover, applying a similar
regularization in the time-gauge context, a notion of infinitesimal diffeomorphism op-
erators corresponding to spatial translations on the corner was derived in [44]. By an
appropriate choice of smearing vector fields on H (reflecting the IH boundary condi-
tions), the latter could be understood as the generators of puncture reordering at the
quantum level. Following this strategy, one could then arrive at a picture where the
standard LQG counting presented in Sec. 3 applies as well to a new construction of
the IH Hilbert space based on the quantization of a finite-dimensional subalgebra of
the IH corner symmetry algebra. This would put the entropy counting in line with
the usual treatment of statistical mechanical systems: The infinite number of horizon
classical DOF gets regularized by a discrete representation for the choice of the area
element on the IH cross section, which forms a Casimir of its symmetry algebra and
thus acts diagonally on irreducible representations of GH .

The other advantage of this alternative treatment of the IH phase space is the
fact that the role of γ becomes apparent already at the semi-classical level. In fact,
while leaving the classical bulk dynamics unaffected, only in the presence of a non-
vanishing γ we have access to a non-trivial representation of the internal Lorentz
transformations on the corner phase space. Moreover, γ appears as a proportionality
constant between the surface area element and the SU(2) Casimir already at the
semi-classical and continuum levels [45,81]; this provides a pre-quantization evidence
of how its numerical value labels unitarily inequivalent Irreps of the corner symmetry
group defining the non-radiative (kinematical) Hilbert space of the theory. From this
perspective then, it is clear how γ plays a crucial role already at the semi-classical
level and the fact that its numerical value needs to be fixed in order to recover the
entropy-area law becomes a natural feature of the approach that we have followed.

While these considerations can resolve the possible tension caused by the numer-
ical fixation of γ, they surely do not disqualify previous attempts to eliminate it or
at least alleviate it. Some of these include:

• Considering the running from the UV to the IR of Newton’s constant and the
horizon area within the effective expression for the entropy [82].

• Introduction of a new parameterization of the boundary connection independent
from the Immirzi parameter in the bulk [31, 33].

• Modification of the first law of BH mechanics through the introduction of a new
quantum hair associated with the number of punctures [83].

• Construction of a local quantum Rindler horizon generated by the boost Hamil-
tonian of Lorentzian Spinfoams [84].

• Analytic continuation to γ = i in order to restore the full spacetime covariance
of the Ashtekar connection and a proper notion of horizon thermality [85–89].

• Introduction of an extra holographic degeneracy factor in the IH partition func-
tion associated with the entanglement of matter DOF near the horizon [65].
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• Construction of condensate states in the Group Field Theory formalism, encod-
ing the continuum spherically symmetric quantum geometry of a horizon [69,90].

In the end, the correctedness of the value of the Immirzi parameter predicted by
the standard LQG BH entropy calculation can be addressed in a conclusive manner
only through observational tests sensitive to the area gap; for promising steps in this
direction within a cosmological setting see [91] and the Chapter “Loop Quantum Cos-
mology: Relation Between Theory and Observations”. Alternatively or (hopefully) in
addition to this path, one can hope to have at least another independent theoretical
model descending as close as possible from the full LQG framework, where the same
numerical value is predicted by demanding a given outcome or value for an observ-
able of physical relevance. In this regard, it is intriguing to point out that the value
of γ = 0.274⋯ obtained from the SU(2) counting has been predicted from the study
of the effective dynamics describing a Schwarzschild BH interior as derived from a
partial gauge fixing of the full loop quantum gravity Hilbert space; in this model [92],
the physical relevance of the specific numerical value is related to the behaviour of the
post-bounce interior geometry, which approaches an asymptotically de Sitter geom-
etry only for that specific value—see the Chapter: “Quantum Geometry and Black
Holes” for other constructions of BH interior effective geometries in LQG.
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