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Abstract.

Recent references to the commonly accepted expression for tlopef a black
hole to questions concerning the constancy of some of the so-calledefsal
constants of nature’ are questioned, as is the validity of the said entropy erpressi



Introduction.

The notion that some of the commonly accepted ‘universal constangsricdrin
fact constant has been around for quite a long time, certaingnelittg back to the
work of such as Dirac [1] and Milne [2]. In more recent timesyaaying speed of
light has been advocated [3] and has been seen to explain some of the problems facing
cosmology, eliminating the need for inflationary theories. Howeves, \tery recent
articles linking possible constraints on the variation of these cotsstaith the
accepted theory of black holes are certainly open to question [4, 5].

Entropy and Universal Constants.

According to Planck [6], ‘The entropy of a physical system imefinite state
depends solely on the probability of this state’. Based upon the gtalist
independence of independent events and the additivity of entropies of teepara
systems, this dependence is found to be logarithmic. Any constatite argument of
the logarithm appear as additive constants, and Boltzmann deliberately kedt#ive
constant in the entropy undetermined, as is done in all of clagsieainodynamics.
The only universal constant to appear is that in the constant fatyanoportionality.
Boltzmann worked in moles, Planck in molecules, and so it was Plant& w
determined Boltzmann’s constaktand this is the only ‘universal’ constant to appear
naturally in the expression for entropy. Other universal constaigsp into entropy
expressions through the introduction of equations of state into the kedaton. A
classic example of this is provided by black body radiation, witdasck’s constant
and the speed of light in vacuo appear in the Stefan-Boltzmann constant.

Heisenberg remarked [7] some years ago that , in order to introduness, a
fundamental length must be found for only then can a minimum mass beddiy
its Compton wavelength. Once this is accomplished, the chargdmayroduced via
the ‘classical’ radius of the electroe’mc. This introduction of a finite radius goes
beyond quantum theory though since Planck’s constantjoes not appear. The
constanti is seen to separate the classical theory of heat fl@mquantum theory of
black body radiation and the constam, separates Newtonian from relativistic
mechanics but the constaet has no such role. Hence, the electric charge or,
equivalently, the size of the fine structure constafific, must await explanation .

Conventional wisdom decrees that the entropy of a black hole is propakto
the area of its event horizon [8,9] and, for an uncharged, non-rotating btze, the
widely accepted expression is
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wherek is Boltzmann’s constant the universal constant of gravitatiol,Planck’s
constantgc the speed of light ani¥ the mass of the black hole. It might be noted that
this expression for the entropy of an uncharged, non-rotating black helsptcalled
Bekenstein-Hawking expression, shares a common feature with traperdf black
body radiation; it does not contain an arbitrary constant. In the oa$dack body
radiation, this is vitally important since, if this were not so, the entropy would mat te
to zero with temperature. However, from the equation above,dtearly seen from



the derivative that the temperature is inversely proportional tartass of the black
hole and, as a result, the entropy will tend to infinity as thegerature tends to zero,
- in clear violation of Nernst’'s heat theorem! Again, it might beted that, if the
above entropy is parameterised in terms of the temperatuegraake in the speed of
light would result in a decrease in the entropy at constant testyrer. This is
contrary to what is claimed [4] if it is treated as a fuoctiof mass. The problem here
is that the above black hole entropy expression is not a truly fuedtahexpression
for the entropy, certainly not in the sense that that for the egtafpblack body
radiation is when expressed in terms of the internal energy angmel since the
equation of state introduces the Stefan-Boltzmann constant. Indilgenttanight be
noted also that, as mentioned some years ago [10], if true, the abuwepe
expression for a black hole does not permit the use of several kwelin
thermodynamic expressions. More importantly, the result has beemgido lead
to violation of the Second Law of Thermodynamics. Hence, its valisitist be open
to question!

As has been pointed out previously [11], with the undoubted benefit of hindsight,
it might be felt that Planck could have focussed beneficiallyioding a fundamental
relation for entropy which contained, in additionkoone other fundamental constant
- k. Boltzmann’s ‘lottery’, as Lorentz [12] liked to call it, alwa contained such a
constant, although he paid no attention to its physical significanceBditzmann it
was simply a mathematical trick enabling him to count discestgties and, in any
case, at the end of his calculation it was always allowedrd te zero thereby taking
the continuum limit. Planck, however, was allowed no such luxury but hadajoptg
with its physical meaning. He introduced two constarks,and #. The first
distinguished the macroscopic from the microscopic; the second, theicdatheory
of heat from quantum theory. The constarppeared only in the classical calculation
of the number of Planck oscillators in a finite frequency intervidiese constants,
together with the universal constant of gravitati®ncould be used to construct units
of mass, length, time, and temperature and Planck [13] speculatethéyatvould
‘retain their significance for all times and all cultures, luaing extraterrestrial and
nonhuman ones.’ Incidentally, Planck went on to comment that ‘theseral units
would retain their natural significance as long as the lawgmivitation and the
propagation of light in vacuum and the two laws of thermodynamicairretheir
validity’. Hence, Planck seemed to feel that questioning univeysalitd the
fundamental constants tantamount to questioning the two most importastdaw
thermodynamics!

Conclusion.

The whole question of the constancy of the so-called ‘universal constdnts
nature’ has been around for a long time, as indicated by the edéyences cited here.
However, work is still ongoing in this area. As far as the uniakrsonstant of
gravitation is concerned, for example, measurements have beenrbadegof it since
Cavendish’s attempt, based on a suggestion by Michell, in 1798 [14]. Whémea
measurements made over the intervening years are consideredalthee of this
universal constant of gravitation would seem to be increasing it very slowly.
However, the more recent, more accurate experiments seem tatmdiat it is, in
fact, constant in time, although there are suggestions that iig valries with position



over the earth’s surface. Again, as mentioned in the introduction, st een
suggested that the speed of light is not a constant but variggeagjuare root of the
background temperature. If true, this would revolutionise much séetttinking but
it is, as yet really only a theoretical suggestion. This whoeaas obviously one that
requires a lot more investigation but the constancy, or otherwiseheohbrmally
accepted constants of nature remains an open question.
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