arXiv:2209.12584v4 [gr-qc] 23 Feb 2023

Draft version February 24, 2023

Typeset using L^ATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX631

Tests of Loop Quantum Gravity from the Event Horizon Telescope Results of Sgr A^∗

Misba Afrin ,^1 Sunny Vagnozzi ,^{2, 3} and Sushant G. Ghosh^{1, 4}

1Centre for Theoretical Physics, Jamia Millia Islamia, New Delhi 110025, India 2Department of Physics, University of Trento, Via Sommarive 14, 38123 Povo (TN), Italy 3Kavli Institute for Cosmology, University of Cambridge, Madingley Road, Cambridge CB3 0HA, United Kingdom 4Astrophysics and Cosmology Research Unit, School of Mathematics, Statistics and Computer Science, University of KwaZulu-Natal, Private Bag 54001, Durban 4000, South Africa

ABSTRACT The Event Horizon Telescope (EHT) collaboration’s image of the compact object at the galactic center is the first direct evidence of the supermassive black hole (BH) Sgr A^∗. The shadow of Sgr A^∗ has an angular diameter d_{sh} = 48.7 ± 7 μas with fractional deviation from the Schwarzschild BH shadow diameter δ = −0.08^{+0.09}_{−0.09} , −0.04^{+0.09}_{−0.10} (for the VLTI and Keck mass-to-distance ratios). Sgr A^∗’s shadow size is within 10% of Kerr predictions, equipping us with yet another tool to analyze gravity in the strong-field regime, including testing loop quantum gravity (LQG). We use Sgr A^∗’s shadow to constrain the metrics of two well-motivated LQG-inspired rotating BH (LIRBH) models characterized by an additional deviation parameter L_q, which recover the Kerr spacetime in the absence of quantum effects (L_q → 0). When increasing the quantum effects through L_q, the shadow size increases monotonically, while the shape gets more distorted, allowing us to constrain the fundamental parameter L_q. We use the astrophysical observables shadow area A and oblateness D to estimate the BH parameters. It may be useful in extracting additional information about LIRBHs. While the EHT observational results completely rule out the wormhole region in the LIRBH-2, a substantial parameter region of the generic BHs in both models agrees with the EHT results. We find that the upper bounds on L_q obtained from the shadow of Sgr A^∗ —L_q ≲ 0.0423 and L_q ≲ 0.0821 for the two LIRBHs, respectively—are more stringent than those obtained from the EHT image of M87^∗.

Keywords: Astrophysical black holes (98); Black hole physics (159); Galactic center (565); Gravitation (661); Gravitational lensing (670)

1. INTRODUCTION The theory of general relativity (GR), though being a widely tested standard model of gravity with remarkable consequences, such as the existence of black holes (BHs; Schwarzschild 1916)and gravitational waves, is nevertheless not free of pathologies, which has led to calles for modifications and alternatives to it (Nojiri et al. 2017). The necessary extension of GR at the quantum scale was emphasized by Einstein himself (Einstein 1916), and thus far there have been several efforts in this direction (see Addazi et al. 2022, for a recent review), with the most promising candidate quantum gravity models being provided by string theory and loop quantum gravity (LQG; see Rovelli 1998, for a review).

BHs are among the many fascinating objects in the Universe, enveloped by matter under extreme conditions in a regime of strong spacetime curvature. Studying

Corresponding author: Misba Afrin me.misba@gmail.com

these BHs can lead to a greater insight into their nature, circumstances, and significance for fundamental theories like GR and other theories like LQG. The no-hair theorem says that three parameters describe isolated and stationary BHs in GR, namely mass M, spin J, and electric charge Q. Thus, they are defined by the Kerr- Newman metric (Newman et al. 1965), which goes to the Kerr metric (Kerr 1963) that are charge neutral. The Kerr BH describes the astrophysical BHs because any residual electric charge is expected to rapidly neutralize (Israel 1967, 1968; Carter 1971, 1999; Hawking 1972). Indeed, direct evidence of BH charge neutrality is still inconclusive, and it may be difficult to rule out non-Kerr BHs (Ryan 1995; Will 2006). In addition, the no-hair theorem’s mathematical status is not without controversy, principally concerning the assumption of analyticity (Chrusciel et al. 2012). One can test the no-hair theorem by calculating potential deviations from Kerr metrics like the LQG-motivated rotating BHs. The celebrated theorem does not hold for the modified theories of gravity, like LQG, that admit non-Kerr BHs. The images of the supermassive BHs M87* (Akiyama et al.

2 Afrin, Vagnozzi & Ghosh

Figure 1. Left: parameter space of LIRBH-1. Region I represents generic BHs with Cauchy and event horizons, while the region II is a no-horizon spacetime (Liu et al. 2020). Right: parameter space of LIRBH-2. Region I represents generic BHs with Cauchy and event horizons, region II is a BH with a single horizon, and region III is a wormhole, which we shall show to be ruled out by EHT observations (Brahma et al. 2021).

2019a,b,c) and Sgr A* (Akiyama et al. 2022a,b) released by the Event Horizon Telescope (EHT) collaboration led us into an untouched stage of BH physics, offering a direct visualization of supermassive BHs, as well as their surrounding environment. Utilizing the distance of M87* from Earth of 16.8 Mpc and the estimated mass of (6.5 ± 0.7) × 10^9M_⊙, puts bounds on the compact emission region size with angular diameter d_{sh} = 42 ± 3 μas and circularity deviation ΔC ≤ 0.10. Recently, the EHT collaboration reported the Sgr A* BH shadow results (Akiyama et al. 2022a,c,d,e,f,b); considering a BH of mass 4.0^{+1.1}_{−0.6}×10^6M_⊙ and distance 8kpc from Earth, the EHT results reveal that the shadow of Sgr A* has an angular diameter d_{sh} = 48.7 ± 7 μas with fractional deviation from the Schwarzschild BH shadow diameter δ = −0.08^{+0.09}_{−0.09} , −0.04^{+0.09}_{−0.10} (for the VLTI and Keck mass-to-distance ratios, respectively), and the images are consistent with the expected appearance of a Kerr BH (Akiyama et al. 2022a,b). Compared with the EHT results for M87*, it reveals consistency with the predictions of GR (Akiyama et al. 2022f).

The EHT observation of M87* and Sgr A* presents a new powerful technique to test the BH metric gravitationally in the strong-field regime and also provides an exceptional way to constrain the various BH parameters and to test the underlying associated theories of gravity (Kocherlakota et al. 2021; Akiyama et al. 2022b; Ghosh et al. 2021; Afrin et al. 2021; Walia et al. 2022; Kumar et al. 2022; Islam et al. 2022; Sengo et al. 2022). Therefore, the EHT results offer a considerable recent complement to the set of observations that probe the strong-field regime of gravity, namely the LIGO/Virgo detection of gravitational waves from stellar-mass BH mergers (Abbott et al. 2016). The observations of supermassive BHs M87* and Sgr A* can offer more compelling prospects for testing LQG. LQG, being a nonperturbative approach to quantum gravity, goes beyond GR to resolve classical spacetime singularities in the BH spacetimes (Ashtekar et al. 2006, 2007; Vandersloot 2007). Because of the inherent hardship in solving the complete system, the emphasis has been on spherically symmetric BH spacetimes. In the semiclassical regimes, within the framework of LQG, it turns out that several spherically symmetric BH models exist such that singularity occurring in the GR is now substituted by a transition regular surface (Ashtekar & Bojowald 2006; Boehmer & Vandersloot 2007; Modesto 2010; Perez 2017; Gambini & Pullin 2008, 2013; Corichi & Singh 2016; Olmedo et al. 2017; Ashtekar et al. 2018a,b; Bodendorfer et al. 2019a,b; Arruga et al. 2020; Assanioussi et al. 2020; Ben Achour et al. 2020; Gambini et al. 2020; Bodendorfer et al. 2021a,b; Blanchette et al. 2021; Assanioussi & Mickel 2021; Chen 2022).

We obtain LQG-inspired rotating BHs (LIRBHs) via the revised Newman-Janis generating method (Liu et al. 2020; Brahma et al. 2021), which works quite well in generating rotating metrics starting with their nonrotating seed metrics arising in the modified gravities, including LQG (Azreg-Aïnou 2014; Brahma et al. 2021; Liu et al. 2020; Chen 2022; Modesto 2010). The LIRBHs or Kerr-like BHs, which have an additional parameter (L_q) coming from the quantum effects, apart from mass (M) and rotation parameter (a), can be appropriately tested with astrophysical observations. We also show that it is possible, in principle, to constrain the LQG parameter L_q using the EHT observed shadow image cast by M87* and Sgr A*. Further, we aim to investigate whether the shadow images of Sgr A* can help us better determine whether the two Kerr-like LQGmotivated BHs can be suitable candidates for astrophysical BHs. We also examine whether the EHT bounds for

Sgr A* can provide more stringent constraints on the LQG BH parameter than previously acquired with the bounds for M87* observations (Brahma et al. 2021).

We organize the paper as follows: In Section 2, we study the effect of the parameter L_q on the photon geodesics and shadow silhouettes of LIRBHs. Section 3 is dedicated to the estimating the BH parameters L_q and a utilizing the shadow observables A and D. In Section 4, we constrain L_q from the EHT-deduced bound on the shadow observables d_{sh} and δ. Finally, we conclude in Section 5.

Throughout this paper, we work with geometrized units, 8πG = c = 1, unless units are specifically defined.

2. METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

Here, we examine two well-motivated models, namely LIRBH-1(Modesto 2010; Liu et al. 2020) and LIRBH-2 (Brahma et al. 2021; Yang et al. 2022). The shadows of these two models have received considerable attention, and their shape and size are substantially different from those of the Kerr BH shadows (Brahma et al. 2021; Yang et al. 2022; Liu et al. 2020; Devi et al. 2021; Walia 2022). The LIRBHs in question belong to a family of prototype non-Kerr BH metrics with an additional deviation parameter L_q related to the quantum effects, besides a and M of Kerr BH. They include the Kerr BH as a particular case of vanishing quantum effects L_q → 0, and both LIRBHs provide singularity resolution of Kerr BHs. The BH shadow (Bardeen 1973; Luminet 1979), a purely geometrydependent strong-field construct can, in principle be used to determine the properties of the BH spacetime, e.g., computation of parameters (Kumar & Ghosh 2020a). Hence, we examine the shadows of LIRBHs (Liu et al. 2020; Brahma et al. 2021), whose line element in Boyer−Lindquist coordinates (t, r, θ, ϕ) can be cast in a Kerr-like form (Azreg-Aïnou 2014)

ds^2 = − Ψ ρ^2 [ Δ ρ^2

(dt − a sin^2 θdϕ^2)^2 − ρ^2 Δ dr^2

−ρ^2dθ^2 − sin^2 θ ρ^2 [ adt − (ω(r) + a^2)dϕ ]_2 ] , (1)

where ρ^2 = ω(r) + a^2 cos^2 θ, and ω(r) and Δ(r) are model-dependent metric functions; the Kerr-like form of metric (1) brings out the spacetime symmetries and simplifies solving the geodesic equations of motion significantly.

LIRBH-1 —This is the rotating counterpart (Liu et al. 2020) of the semiclassical LQG-inspired spherical solution (Modesto 2010). The LIRBH-1 is described by metric (1) (Liu et al. 2020) with

Δ(r) =

(r − r_+)(r − r_−)r^2

(r + r_∗)^2

+ a^2, (2) ω = r^4 + a^2_0 (r + r_∗)^2

, Ψ(r) = r^4 + a^2_0

r^2

. (3)

Here r_+ = 2M/(1 + L_q)^2, r_− = 2ML^2_q/(1 + L_q)^2 and r_∗ = √ r_+r_− = 2ML_q/(1 + L_q )^2; L_q = ( √ 1 + γ^2δ^2 − 1)/( √ 1 + γ^2δ^2 + 1) is the polymeric function, where γ is the Immirzi parameter and δ is the polymeric parameter such that γδ ≪ 1. The ADM mass and BH spin are denoted by M and a, respectively. In addition, the parameter a_0 = A_{min}/8π is related to the minimum area gap of LQG, A_{min} = 8πℓ^2_P γ √ s_m(s_m + 1), where ℓ_P is the Planck length and s_m is the smallest value of the representation on the edge of the spin network crossing the surface (Santos et al. 2016); considering SU(2) group representation, we have s_m = 1/2, and we further set γ ∼ 1^1, and thus a_0 = √ 3/2ℓ^2_P (Santos et al.

2016). Further, in the limit L_q = 0 = a_0, the metric (1) goes over to the Kerr solution. A root analysis of Δ = (r − r_+)(r − r_−)r^2/(r + r_∗)^2 + a^2 = 0, yields a parameter space (L_q, a/M) where two real roots corresponding to the horizons are obtained (region I in the left panel of Figure 1) as well as a parameter space corresponding to no-horizon regular spacetime where no real roots of Δ are obtained (region II in the left panel of Figure 1). Shall test the LIRBH-1 model with the EHT results of M87* and Sgr A*, which still needs to be done.

LIRBH-2 —This is derived using the modified Newman–Janis algorithm (Brahma et al. 2021; Yang et al. 2022) with the spherical LQG-inspired quantum extension of Schwarzschild spacetime (Bodendorfer et al. 2021a) as a seed metric. Again, the LIRBH-2 is described by the metric (1) with metric functions

Δ(r) = 8L_qM^2_Bãb^2 + a^2, (4)

ω = b^2, Ψ(r) = ρ^2 (5)

with

b^2(x) = L_q √ 1 + x^2

M^2_B (x + √ 1 + x^2)^6 + M^2_B (x + √ 1 + x^2)^3

, (6)

ã(x) = ( 1 − 1 √ 2L_q 1 √ 1 + x^2 ) 1 + x^2 b(x)^2

. (7)

1 We note that theoretical arguments lead us to expect that the Barbero–Immirzi parameter should be of order 0.1 (e.g., either γ = ln 2/ √ 3π or γ = ln 3/2 √ 2π), which is not definite, and the consensus on the value has changed a couple of times (Modesto & Premont-Schwarz 2009). However, we have explicitly verified that the choice of γ has virtually no effect on our results as far as the BH shadow is concerned, as already noted earlier in Liu et al. (2020) and Vagnozzi et al. (2022). Hence, here we will stick to γ ∼ 1 for simplicity.

4 Afrin, Vagnozzi & Ghosh

Here x = r/( √ 8L_qM_B) ∈ (−∞, ∞); L_q = (l_k/M_BM_W )^{2/3}/2 ≥ 0 is a dimensionless parameter, where the quantum parameter l_k arises from holonomy modifications (Bodendorfer et al. 2021a,b) and it is directly related to the minimum area gap of the LQG theory with the areal radius given by Eq. (6) (Brahma et al. 2021). Here, M_B and M_W correspond to the mass of black hole and white hole (Bodendorfer et al. 2021a,b), respectively; we are interested in the case M_B = M_W = M, i.e., a symmetric bounce. Again, solving Δ = 0 for real roots segregates the (L_q, a/M) parameter space into three regions as shown in Figure 1: (i) region I, is a generic BH with two horizons, which is the most physically relevant region (ii); region II, denoting a BH with a single event horizon; and (iii) region III, corresponding to a horizon-less wormhole. We are interested only in BHs, i.e., regions I and II, as observational results of M87* have ruled out the wormhole region (Brahma et al. 2021). In addition, we intend to constrain the parameter L_q with observations of Sgr A* and estimate L_q using the BH shadow.

2.1. Shadow silhouette The EHT images of supermassive BHs exhibit a dark brightness depression surrounded by a bright ringlike feature (Akiyama et al. 2019a, 2022f). The image is composed of an emission component that is mainly determined by the relatively uncertain radiative and accretion physics, which – despite morphologically depending on the spacetime structure (Ricarte et al. 2022; Palumbo et al. 2020) – is expected to be only subdominantly affected by the underlying modified theory of gravity (Johannsen et al. 2016), at the current resolution of the EHT. In addition, there is a series of bright rings asymptotically spiraling and approaching the dark region (Bardeen 1973; Cunningham & Bardeen 1973; Luminet 1979), which is almost solely determined by the background metric alone (Johannsen et al. 2016; Broderick et al. 2022). This boundary, the BH shadow silhouette, though not fully resolved yet by the EHT, can be obtained analytically as the locus of gravitationally lensed photons traveling in close proximity of the BH, onto the observer’s celestial plane. Besides, it is independent of the various astrophysical phenomena (Johnson et al. 2020). We can employ the BH shadow as a tool to test modified theories of gravity, besides constraining the potential deviations from the Kerr metric; it has thus eventuated in a comprehensive literature addressing shadows in both GR (de Vries 2000; Falcke et al. 2000; Shen et al. 2005; Yumoto et al. 2012; Atamurotov et al. 2013; Abdujabbarov et al. 2015; Johannsen et al. 2016; Cunha & Herdeiro 2018; Kumar & Ghosh 2020a; Afrin & Ghosh 2022a; Chael et al. 2021) and modified theories of gravity (Amarilla et al. 2010; Johannsen & Psaltis 2011; Amir et al. 2018; Singh & Ghosh 2018; Kumar et al. 2021; Mizuno et al.

2018; Allahyari et al. 2020; Papnoi et al. 2014; Kumar et al. 2020d,a,b; Kumar & Ghosh 2020b; Brahma et al. 2021; Ghosh et al. 2021; Afrin & Ghosh 2022b; Vagnozzi et al. 2022; Vagnozzi & Visinelli 2019; Afrin et al. 2021; Walia et al. 2022; Kumar et al. 2022; Islam et al. 2022; Sengo et al. 2022; Kuang et al. 2022; Junior et al. 2022). The fact that the silhouette of BH shadows encode in them, the strong-field properties of the spacetime, suggests that, we can use them for performing strong-field gravitational tests (Johannsen & Psaltis 2010; Cunha & Herdeiro 2018; Baker et al. 2015). The lightlike geodesics in the LQG spacetime (1), just as in the Kerr spacetime, follow the Hamilton–Jacobi equation (Carter 1968), ∂S ∂λ = − 1 2 g^{αβ} ∂S ∂x^α ∂S ∂x^β , (8)

where λ is the affine parameter along the geodesics and S is the Jacobi action given by

S = −Et + L_z ϕ + S_r(r) + S_θ(θ), (9)

where the conserved photon energy E = −p.∂_t and axial angular momentum L_z = p.∂_ϕ arise as a result of the translational and rotational symmetry of the metric (1). Further, the Kerr-like BHs possesses (1) a fourth conserved quantity, the Carter constant Q (Brahma et al. 2021; Liu et al. 2020), which ensures the decoupling of ther and θ equations (Carter 1968). Following Tsukamoto (2018); Kumar & Ghosh (2020a); Liu et al. (2020); Brahma et al. (2021); Kumar & Ghosh (2021), we find that the Hamilton-Jacobi equations are separable, and we obtain null geodesics in the first-order differential form

ρ^2 dt dλ = ω(r) + a^2 Δ [E(ω(r) + a^2) − aL_z] − a(aE sin^2 θ − L_z),

(10)

ρ^2 dr dλ = ± √ ℜ(r) , (11)

ρ^2 dθ dλ = ± √ Θ(θ) , (12)

ρ^2 dϕ dλ = a Δ [E(ω(r) + a^2) − aL_z ] − ( aE − L_z sin^2 θ ) , (13)

where R(r) and Θ(θ) refer to radial and polar effective potentials, respectively, as follows:

R(r) = ( (ω(r) + a^2)E − aL_z

)_2 − Δ(K + (aE − L_z )^2),(14)

Θ(θ) = K − ( L_z^2 sin^2 θ

− a^2E^2 ) cos^2 θ. (15)

Here the separability constant K = Q − (aE − L_z)^2 is related to the nonapparent symmetries of metric (1) through a quadratic Killing tensor (Hioki & Miyamoto

2008). Interestingly, Eqs. (10)-(15) have the same mathematical form as in the Kerr case and, further, for L_q = 0 reduce exactly to those of the Kerr case (Chandrasekhar 1985). The Q is related to the θ-velocity of the photon, and for Q = 0 the photon motion is restricted to the equatorial plane, while the L_z controls the ϕ-motion (Chandrasekhar 1985; Teo 2021). The spherical photons (SPOs) form the BH shadow silhouette; they move on constant radii r_p > r_+, hitting the observer plane asymptotically far away, and are got by solving (Chandrasekhar 1985)

R(r_p) = 0 = R^′(r_p) (16)

Following Tsukamoto (2018); Kumar & Ghosh (2020a); Liu et al. (2020); Brahma et al. (2021); Kumar & Ghosh (2021), to reduce the degrees of freedom from three to two, we introduce dimensionless quantities, ξ ≡ L/E, η ≡ K/E^2, in Eq. (14) – which uniquely determine each light path – and solve Eq. (16) to get the critical impact parameters (ξ_c, η_c) for the SPOs,

ξ_c = a^2 −^{2Δ(r)}(^{ω′(r)+2r})

Δ^′(r) + ω(r) + r 2 a , η_c = −

4Δ(r) (ω^′(r) + 2r) ( a^2ω^′(r) + 2a^2r + ( ω(r) + r^2 ) Δ^′(r) ) − 4Δ(r)^2 (ω^′(r) + 2r)^2 − ( ω(r) + r^2

)_2 Δ^′(r)^2 a^2Δ^′(r)^2

, (17)

where the prime symbol stands for the derivative with respect to r. It turns out that the photons with η_c = 0 are confined to equatorial circular trajectories, whereas η_c > 0 leads to SPOs with constant radii r^∓_p , which respectively stand for, the prograde and the retrograde photon radii satisfying η^k_c = 0, ξ^k_c (r^∓_p ) ≷ 0 (Tsukamoto 2018; Kumar & Ghosh 2020a; Afrin et al. 2021; Afrin & Ghosh 2022b).

The gravitationally lensed image of the photon sphere around the BH yields the apparent BH shadow. For an asymptotically faraway observer (r_0 → ∞), making an inclination angle θ_o with the spin axis, the BH shadow is a dark region in the celestial plane outlined by a bright ring (Johannsen 2016; Johnson et al. 2020) with coordinates (Afrin & Ghosh 2022b; Kumar et al. 2020c; Bardeen 1973) {X, Y } = {−ξ_c csc θ_0, ± √ η_c + a^2 cos^2 θ_0 − ξ^2_c cot^2 θ_0} . (18) The shadow coordinates {X, Y } for the LQG BHs (1), cast in Kerr-like form, have the same functional form as of the Kerr case (Tsukamoto 2018; Kumar & Ghosh 2020a; Kumar et al. 2020c; Kumar & Ghosh 2021; Afrin et al. 2021; Afrin & Ghosh 2022a,b; Ghosh & Afrin 2022); this simplifies the shadow analysis substantially.

The shadow silhouette is constructed by plotting (X,Y ) in parametric form as a function of r_p. From Figure 2, it turns out that the shadows become smaller and get more distinctly distorted with an increase in the quantum effects, L_q; this shows that the LQG parameter, which is expected to have significance only at

Table 1. Estimated Parameters of the Two LGQ Model BHs

Model

Shadow Observables Estimated Parameters A/M^2 D Lq a/M

LIRBH-1 6 8 20 45 80

0.999 0.996 0.980

0.956 0.940

0.8020 0.6393 0.1844

0.1240 0.0023

0.0049 0.0319 0.3226

0.4751 0.8520

LIRBH-2 26 45.33 60.80 68.53 76.27

0.999

0.996 0.980 0.956 0.920

0.4816

0.3323 0.1991 0.1174 0.0276

0.0075

0.1873 0.4710 0.7107 0.9105

the Planck scale, in reality has a non-negligible, rather profound effect on observable features like that of the shadow shape and size. We exploit this visible effect to see whether these imprints of the L_q in the shadow can be exploited to extract and constrain the parameter L_q. Additionally, there is a horizontal shift in the shadow center along the X-axis, with increase a, because of the frame-dragging effect.

3. PARAMETER ESTIMATION The BH shadow, which encodes the nature of background spacetime in its characteristic shape and size (see Figure 2), can serve as a tool to test the under-

6 Afrin, Vagnozzi & Ghosh

Figure 2. Shadow silhouettes cast by LIRBH-1 (top) and LIRBH-2 (bottom) with varying parameter Lq . The solid violet curves correspond to Kerr BH (Lq = 0) shadows.

lying theory of gravity and to constrain the deviation parameters (Cunha et al. 2019; Banerjee et al. 2020; Allahyari et al. 2020; Yan et al. 2020; Vagnozzi et al. 2020; Khodadi et al. 2020; Jusufi et al. 2022b,a; Okyay & Övgün 2022; Roy et al. 2022; Chen et al. 2022; Pantig & Övgün 2022; Khodadi & Lambiase 2022; Odintsov & Oikonomou 2022; Oikonomou et al. 2022). We aim to get more information about the LIRBHs, one of the most important steps in which is to extract the parameter L_q observationally, which has not been done yet in the framework of LQG. Thus, we outline a simple method of BH parameter estimation using the shadow observables – shadow area A and oblateness D – which is robust in the sense that it can be employed to a haphazard shadow shape utilizing minimal symmetry (Kumar & Ghosh 2020a). To estimate the LQG parameter L_q besides the BH spin a, associated with the LIRBHs under consideration, we define the area enclosed within the shadow silhouette as (Abdujabbarov et al. 2015; Kumar & Ghosh 2020a)

A = 2 ∫ Y (r_p)dX(r_p) = 2 ∫_r+_p r^−_p ( Y (r_p) dX(r_p) dr_p ) dr_p, (19)

where r^∓_p are, respectively, the prograde and retrograde SPO radii obtained as the smallest and largest real roots

Figure 3. Contour plots of A/M^2 and D in the parameter space of LIRBH-1 (left) and LIRBH-2 (right). The red and blue curves correspond, respectively, to the contours of A/M^2 and D.

of : η_c = 0, ξ_c(r^∓_p ) ≷ 0, outside the event horizon (Teo 2021). Next, we quantify the deformation in shadow shape – induced by L_q and a – from a perfect circle, with the shadow oblateness (D) observable, which can be written as (Tsupko 2017; Kumar & Ghosh 2020a), D = X_r − X_l Y_t − Y_b (20)

where the subscripts l, r, t and b stand for the left and right ends of the shadow silhouette, where Y (r_p) = 0, for positive a, and the top and bottom points, where Y^′(r_p) = 0, respectively (Hioki & Maeda 2009). For spherically symmetric BH it is straightforward to understand that D = 1. However, for the rotating BHs with extra deviation parameters, characteristically D ≠ 1; in the Kerr BH 1 ≤ D ≤ √ 3/2 (Tsupko 2017; Kumar & Ghosh 2020a; Afrin et al. 2021). Note also that D is closely related to other measures of oblatness, e.g. the deviation from circularity studied in Bambi et al. (2019) (see also Vagnozzi & Visinelli (2019)).

The parameters of the background theory of LQG – treated as intrinsic parameters of the model BHs – can be extracted from the shadow observables (Hioki & Maeda 2009; Kumar & Ghosh 2020a; Afrin et al. 2021; Afrin & Ghosh 2022b) if the extrinsic parameters, namely θ_o and distance of the BH d from the observer, can be measured independently. The one-to-one correspondence between the shadow characteristics, i.e., A and D, and the BH parameters L_q and a is evident from Figure 2 (Kumar & Ghosh 2020a; Afrin & Ghosh

2022b). The maximum deformation in shadow shape, a deviation from a perfect circle, is observed only at a high inclination angle, and thus we fix θ_0 = 90° for estimating the parameters. The constant contours of A/M^2 and D are degenerate in L_q and a/M individually, but the degeneracy is broken if they are considered together. The contours of A/M^2 and D for any L_q and a/M are found to intersect at unique points (see Figure 3) and the coordinates of the intersections uniquely determine the two BH parameters L_q and a/M. We tabulate selected estimated parameters of the LIRBHs in Table 1.

4. CONSTRAINING WITH EHT OBSERVATIONS We set up now a framework for directly translating the bounds from the EHT results of M87* and Sgr A* to the LIRBHs, utilizing the characteristic shadow observables – angular shadow diameter (d_{sh}) and Schwarzschild shadow deviation (δ) – that capture the details of the background theory of gravity. The angular diameter of a shadow, for an observer at distance d from the BH, is defined as (Kumar & Ghosh 2020b; Ghosh et al. 2021; Afrin et al. 2021; Afrin & Ghosh 2022b)

d_{sh} = 2 R_a d , R_a = √ A/π, (21) where R_a is the areal shadow radius. Apart from distance d, we note that d_{sh} implicitly depends on the mass M and parameter L_q of the BHs (1) besides the observation angle θ_o. Using EHT-considered mass and distance of M87* and Sgr A*, we calculate the angular diameter of the shadows for the two LIRBHs in question.

8 Afrin, Vagnozzi & Ghosh

Figure 4. Constraints from EHT results of Schwarzschild shadow deviation δ: modeling M87^∗ as LIRBH-1 (left) and LIRBH-2 (right) at inclinations 17°(top) and 90°(bottom). The solid and dashed curves correspond, respectively, to the 1σ and 2σ bounds of the measured Schwarzschild deviation δ = −0.01 ± 0.17 of M87^∗ , as reported by the EHT observations.

The EHT images of both M87* and Sgr A* exhibit a thick luminous ring of emission, with diameters 42 ± 3 μas and 51.8 ± 2.3 μas, respectively – consistent with the expectations from a central supermassive BH (Akiyama et al. 2019a, 2022f) – surrounding a brightness depression, namely the BH shadow (Akiyama et al. 2019a, 2022b). To quantify the difference between the model shadow diameter (d̃_{metric}) and the Schwarzschild shadow diameter 6 √ 3M , we introduce the Schwarzschild shadow deviation (δ) given by

(Akiyama et al. 2022f,b), δ = d̃_{metric} 6 √ 3 − 1. (22)

Here d̃_{metric} = 2R_a where R_a is given by Eq. (21). In the case of Kerr BHs, δ ∈ [−0.075, 0] (Akiyama et al. 2022b), with the variations a ∈ [0, M] and θ_0 ∈ [0, π/2], and thus for any BH to cast shadows consistent with those of Kerr BHs’ should be within this range. Thus, theories of gravity predicting shadows smaller than (δ < −0.075) and larger than (δ > 0) Kerr BHs can, aided by the δ observable, be tested. Interestingly, the LQG

Figure 5. Constraints from EHT results of angular shadow diameter d_{sh}: modeling Sgr A^∗ as LIRBH-1 (left) and LIRBH-2 (right) at inclinations 50°(top) and 90°(bottom). The solid and dashed curves correspond, respectively, to the 1σ and 2σ bounds of the measured shadow diameter, d_{sh} = 48.7 ± 7 μas of Sgr A^∗, as reported by the EHT observations.

BH models we consider cast shadows that are distinctly smaller and more distorted than the corresponding Kerr BH shadows and can thus be tested and constrained with EHT results. With the mass and distance of M87* and Sgr A* as considered by EHT (Akiyama et al. 2019a, 2022f,b), we calculate the Schwarzschild deviation of the shadows cast by the LIRBHs.

There are some caveats to the present analysis related to the observational appearance of M87* and Sgr A*. They include uncertainties induced by the different telescopes in the sparse array and more fundamental ones due to the still uncertain radiative and accretion physics (Gralla 2021) that obfuscate the actual predictions of the EHT; any analytical testing of the theories of gravity would undoubtedly be subject to this (Afrin & Ghosh 2022b). Despite these uncertainties, the theoretical analysis, utilizing the EHT observational bounds, can serve as an initial probe of LQG, which would call for further scrutiny with future, more precise observations.

M87* bounds. —Using an extensive library of ray-traced GR magnetohydrodynamic (GRMHD) simulations of BHs, the EHT has inferred a central compact mass of M87*, M_{M87}∗ = 6.5 × 10^9M_⊙ which is consistent with

10 Afrin, Vagnozzi & Ghosh

Figure 6. Constraints from EHT results of Schwarzschild shadow deviation δ: modeling Sgr A^∗ as LIRBH-1 (left) and LIRBH-2 (right) at inclinations 50°(top) and 90°(bottom). The blue and red solid contours correspond, respectively, to the 1σ bounds of the measured Schwarzschild deviation δ = −0.08^{+0.09}_{−0.09} (VLTI), −0.04^{+0.09}_{−0.10} (Keck) of Sgr A^∗, as reported by the EHT observations. The dashed lines correspond to the respective 2σ bounds.

the previous stellar dynamical measurements, and distance of d_{M87}∗ = 16.8 Mpc from Earth (Akiyama et al. 2019a,b,c). For simplicity, we do not consider in our analysis the possible uncertainties in the mass and distance measurements of the target BH, as the EHT results already take into consideration the various uncertainties to get the bounds on the observables. Although the characteristic features and dimensions of the observed image of M87* are consistent with the expected appearance of Kerr BHs in GR, still the current uncertainties in the measurement of spin, inclination angle, and the relative deviation of quadrupole moments do not entirely rule out Kerr-like BHs in modified gravity theories (Akiyama et al. 2019a,b,c; Cardoso & Pani 2019), including those in LQG. But to be consistent with the dimensional expectations of the corresponding Kerr BH’s shadow at a spin a, the results of the 2019 EHT drive can put constraints on the LQG parameter L_q , as we shall explore here. Previously, the parameter space of the LIRBH-2 has been constrained with the shadow diameter of M87* at θ_0 = 17°, and the wormhole region III has been ruled out (Brahma et al. 2021). We get the numer-

Table 2. Constraints on the LQG Parameter Lq for the Two Models, Set by the EHT Results.

Model

M87* Sgr A* 1σ 2σ 1σ 2σ LIRBH-1 Lq ∈ [0, 0.0643) Lq ∈ [0, 0.1643) Lq ∈ [0, 0.0423) Lq ∈ [0, 0.0902)

LIRBH-2 Lq ∈ [0, 0.1253) Lq ∈ [0, 0.3350) Lq ∈ [0, 0.0821) Lq ∈ [0, 0.1834)

Note. The available observable d_{sh} is employed to constrain Lq from EHT results of M87*, while the observables d_{sh} and δ of Sgr A* together constrain Lq .

ical value of the constraints with M87* so as to be able to compare with the constraints obtained with results of Sgr A*, at both θ_0 = 90°and 17°. Meanwhile, we also reaffirm the results of the earlier work (Brahma et al. 2021). Calibrating the size of the shadow of M87*, with the ring diameter that the EHT has measured, yields the 1σ bound δ = −0.01 ± 0.17 (Akiyama et al. 2019c; Psaltis et al. 2020; Kocherlakota et al. 2021). The constant 1σ and 2σ contours delimit a finite parameter space of the LIRBHs, as seen from Figure 4, and upper limits can be placed on L_q . For LIRBH-1, L_q ∈ [0, 0.1687) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0686) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 90°and L_q ∈ [0, 0.1643) within 2σ, and L_q ∈ [0, 0.0643) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 17°. For LIRBH-2, L_q ∈ [0, 0.3904) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.1633) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 90°and L_q ∈ [0, 0.3350) within 2σ, and L_q ∈ [0, 0.1253) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 17°. Thus, we infer the constraints L_q ∈ [0, 0.0643) for LIRBH-1 and L_q ∈ [0, 0.1253) for LIRBH-2 from the EHT results of M87^∗.

Sgr A* bounds. —Though the shadow of the M87* BH provides a ground to constrain parameter L_q of the LQG theories (Brahma et al. 2021), the observations of Sgr A* would offer independent tests in a much higher curvature regime, as a consequence of O(M_{SgrA}∗ ) ∼ 10^6M_⊙ being smaller than O(M_{M87}∗ ) ∼ 10^9M_⊙ by several order; thus, we can leverage the varied range of conditions that can be probed with the two different target BHs (Akiyama et al. 2022b; Vagnozzi et al. 2022). Besides, for Sgr A*, the ratios between the mass M_{SgrA}∗ = 4.0 × 10^6M_⊙ and distance from Earth d_{SgrA}∗ = 8kpc (Akiyama et al. 2022f,b) could be used as priors from independent observations stellar dynamic observations of the S0-2 star’s orbits by Keck telescopes and Very Large Telescope Interferometer (VLTI) (Do et al. 2019; Gravity Collaboration et al. 2019, 2021, 2022; Akiyama et al. 2022b) and the predicted size of the Kerr shadow can be directly compared to the observations (Akiyama et al. 2022b).

From the observed image of Sgr A*, the EHT, besides obtaining the diameter of the bright emission ring, has also measured the shadow diameter d_{sh} = 48.7 ± 7 μas and Schwarzschild shadow deviation δ = −0.08^{+0.09}_{−0.09} (VLTI), −0.04^{+0.09}_{−0.10} (Keck) at the 1σ confidence level; the image is consistent with the shadow of the Kerr BH in GR (Akiyama et al. 2022f,b). We model

Sgr A* as the LIRBHs and impose the EHT-inferred bounds on d_{sh} (see Figure 5) to find the constraints on the parameters L_q. We obtain the following constraints: (i) for LIRBH-1, L_q ∈ [0, 0.1471) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0761) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 90°, L_q ∈ [0, 0.1439) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0690) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 50°and L_q ∈ [0, 0.1415) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0683) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 0°and (ii) for LIRBH-2, L_q ∈ [0, 0.3627) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.1707) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 90°, L_q ∈ [0, 0.3374) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.1417) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 50°and L_q ∈ [0, 0.2832) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.1260) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 0°. Next, we impose the bounds on δ (see Figure 6) and get the EHT-consistent parameter ranges: (i) for LIRBH-1, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0968) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0492) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 90°, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0913) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0437) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 50°and L_q ∈ [0, 0.0902) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0423) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 0°; and (ii) for LIRBH-2, L_q ∈ [0, 0.2566) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.1170) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 90°, L_q ∈ [0, 0.2145) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0955) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 50°and L_q ∈ [0, 0.1834) within 2σ, L_q ∈ [0, 0.0821) within 1σ confidence levels at θ_0 = 0°. We note that the bounds on the two observables d_{sh} and δ are very similar and thus comparable, as is clear from the obtained limits on the BH parameters; comparing all the upper limits, we infer that the upper bound on L_q are L^{max}_q ∈ [0.0423, 0.0492] for LIRBH-1 and L^{max}_q ∈ [0.0821, 0.1170] for LIRBH-2 as θ_0 varies from 0°to 90°. The constraints on L_q inferred from the EHT results of M87* and Sgr A* are summarized in Table 2.

5. CONCLUSIONS The EHT collaboration has determined the expected shadow size of the supermassive BH Sgr A*, based on previous information on the mass-to-distance ratio of the BH. The results agree with the Kerr metric’s prediction, and there is no evidence of any violations of the theory of GR. Sgr A* has the largest mass-to-distance ratio amongst the data for the different BHs, which makes it the optimal target for testing the no-hair theorem.

We show that the shadows of these LIRBHs differ significantly from those of Kerr BHs with the same spin and indicate the feasibility of testing the nohair theorem by constraining the deviation parameter

12 Afrin, Vagnozzi & Ghosh

L_q associated with LIRBHs with EHT results of Sgr A*. LIRBHs are modifications of the Kerr spacetime, e.g., the null geodesic structure of the spacetime gets modified—which is most important for our purposes— leading to substantial changes in the properties, which may be valuable to empirically test the no-hair theorem (Johannsen & Psaltis 2010). We have considered two LIRBHs that resolve the singularity problem in GR and, in the absence of quantum effects (L_q = 0), go over to the Kerr metric. To construct the shadow, we solve the Hamilton–Jacobi equations and find that they are still separable and yield first-order photon geodesic equations.

Interestingly, the shadow silhouettes exhibit deviations in the characteristic shape and size from the Kerr BH shadows; the shadows are smaller and more distorted as L_q increases. We further investigate the possibility of degeneracy between the shadows of LIRBHs and those of the Kerr BHs by constructing shadow observables A, D, d_{sh} and δ that quantify the shadow dimensions and deformations. Using observables A and D, we follow a simple contour intersection technique to estimate the quantum parameter L_q and the BH spin a, which accord additional information about the quantum nature of gravity.

Further, modeling M87* as LIRBHs and imposing the observational bounds on the d_{sh} observable at different inclinations, we get the EHT-consistent range of the LQG parameters: 0 ≤ L_q < 0.0643 for LIRBH-1 and 0 ≤ L_q < 0.1253 for LIRBH-2. Intending to probe the LQG at a different curvature scale, we impose the observational bounds of Sgr A* on two of the shadow observables, d_{sh} and δ, to find that the astrophysical allowed ranges of the LQG parameter become more constricted: 0 ≤ L_q < 0.0423 for LIRBH-1 and 0 ≤ L_q < 0.0821 for LIRBH-2. Thus, with observational results of Sgr A*, we can place more stringent bounds on both the LIRBHs than those that we get from M87*.

The singularities of the Kerr BH spacetime - a limitation of the classical theory of GR, are likely to be resolved in the LQG, e.g., LIRBHs are regular everywhere and go to the Kerr solution in the absence of quantum effects (L_q = 0). However, the LIRBH metrics do not result from a direct loop quantization of the Kerr spacetime, but these models furnish singularity resolution of Kerr BHs; LIRBHs can capture the effective regular spacetime description of LQG and hence can be suitable candidates for astrophysical BHs.

Many interesting avenues are amenable to future work; it will be intriguing to analyze accretion models in LIRBHs. Since we find that the LQG parameter profoundly influences the shadow, it may have several astrophysical consequences, e.g., gravitational lensing. In the spirit of the no-hair theorem, one can consider a further detailed analysis of the two LIRBHs with different astronomical observations. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS M.A. is supported by a DST-INSPIRE Fellowship, Department of Science and Technology, Government of India. S.V. acknowledges a College Research Associateship at Homerton College, University of Cambridge. S.G.G. is supported by SERB-DST through project No. CRG/2021/005771.

REFERENCES

Abbott, B. P., et al. 2016, Phys. Rev. Lett., 116, 061102,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.061102 Abdujabbarov, A. A., Rezzolla, L., & Ahmedov, B. J. 2015,

Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc., 454, 2423, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stv2079 Addazi, A., et al. 2022, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys., 125,

103948, doi: 10.1016/j.ppnp.2022.103948 Afrin, M., & Ghosh, S. G. 2022a, Universe, 8, 52,

doi: 10.3390/universe8010052 —. 2022b, Astrophys. J., 932, 51,

doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac6dda Afrin, M., Kumar, R., & Ghosh, S. G. 2021, Mon. Not. Roy.

Astron. Soc., 504, 5927, doi: 10.1093/mnras/stab1260 Akiyama, K., et al. 2019a, Astrophys. J. Lett., 875, L1,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ab0ec7 —. 2019b, Astrophys. J. Lett., 875, L5,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ab0f43 —. 2019c, Astrophys. J. Lett., 875, L6,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ab1141

—. 2022a, Astrophys. J. Lett., 930, L15,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac6736 —. 2022b, Astrophys. J. Lett., 930, L17,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac6756 —. 2022c, Astrophys. J. Lett., 930, L16,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac6672 —. 2022d, Astrophys. J. Lett., 930, L13,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac6675 —. 2022e, Astrophys. J. Lett., 930, L14,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac6429 —. 2022f, Astrophys. J. Lett., 930, L12,

doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/ac6674 Allahyari, A., Khodadi, M., Vagnozzi, S., & Mota, D. F.

2020, JCAP, 02, 003, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2020/02/003 Amarilla, L., Eiroa, E. F., & Giribet, G. 2010, Phys. Rev.

D, 81, 124045, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.81.124045 Amir, M., Singh, B. P., & Ghosh, S. G. 2018, Eur. Phys. J.

C, 78, 399, doi: 10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5872-3

Arruga, D., Ben Achour, J., & Noui, K. 2020, Universe, 6, 39, doi: 10.3390/universe6030039 Ashtekar, A., & Bojowald, M. 2006, Class. Quant. Grav., 23, 391, doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/23/2/008 Ashtekar, A., Olmedo, J., & Singh, P. 2018a, Phys. Rev.

Lett., 121, 241301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.241301 —. 2018b, Phys. Rev. D, 98, 126003,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.98.126003 Ashtekar, A., Pawlowski, T., & Singh, P. 2006, Phys. Rev.

D, 74, 084003, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.74.084003 Ashtekar, A., Pawlowski, T., Singh, P., & Vandersloot, K.

2007, Phys. Rev. D, 75, 024035, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.75.024035 Assanioussi, M., Dapor, A., & Liegener, K. 2020, Phys.

Rev. D, 101, 026002, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.026002 Assanioussi, M., & Mickel, L. 2021, Phys. Rev. D, 103, 124008, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.103.124008 Atamurotov, F., Abdujabbarov, A., & Ahmedov, B. 2013, Phys. Rev. D, 88, 064004, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.064004 Azreg-Aïnou, M. 2014, Phys. Rev. D, 90, 064041, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.90.064041 Baker, T., Psaltis, D., & Skordis, C. 2015, Astrophys. J., 802, 63, doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/802/1/63 Bambi, C., Freese, K., Vagnozzi, S., & Visinelli, L. 2019, Phys. Rev. D, 100, 044057, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.100.044057 Banerjee, I., Chakraborty, S., & SenGupta, S. 2020, Phys.

Rev. D, 101, 041301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.041301 Bardeen, J. M. 1973, in Les Houches Summer School of Theoretical Physics: Black Holes Ben Achour, J., Brahma, S., Mukohyama, S., & Uzan, J. P.

2020, JCAP, 09, 020, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2020/09/020 Blanchette, K., Das, S., Hergott, S., & Rastgoo, S. 2021, Phys. Rev. D, 103, 084038, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.103.084038 Bodendorfer, N., Mele, F. M., & Münch, J. 2019a, Class.

Quant. Grav., 36, 187001, doi: 10.1088/1361-6382/ab32ba —. 2019b, Class. Quant. Grav., 36, 195015,

doi: 10.1088/1361-6382/ab3f16 —. 2021a, Phys. Lett. B, 819, 136390,

doi: 10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136390 —. 2021b, Class. Quant. Grav., 38, 095002,

doi: 10.1088/1361-6382/abe05d Boehmer, C. G., & Vandersloot, K. 2007, Phys. Rev. D, 76, 104030, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.76.104030 Brahma, S., Chen, C.-Y., & Yeom, D.-h. 2021, Phys. Rev.

Lett., 126, 181301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.181301

Broderick, A. E., et al. 2022, Astrophys. J., 935, 61, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac7c1d Cardoso, V., & Pani, P. 2019, Living Rev. Rel., 22, 4, doi: 10.1007/s41114-019-0020-4 Carter, B. 1968, Phys. Rev., 174, 1559,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRev.174.1559 —. 1971, Phys. Rev. Lett., 26, 331,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.26.331 —. 1999, Fundam. Theor. Phys., 100, 1,

doi: 10.1007/978-94-017-0934-7 1 Chael, A., Johnson, M. D., & Lupsasca, A. 2021, Astrophys. J., 918, 6, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ac09ee Chandrasekhar, S. 1985, The mathematical theory of black holes (New York: Oxford Univ. Press) Chen, C.-Y. 2022, Int. J. Geom. Meth. Mod. Phys., 19, 2250176, doi: 10.1142/S0219887822501766 Chen, Y., Roy, R., Vagnozzi, S., & Visinelli, L. 2022, Phys.

Rev. D, 106, 043021, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.106.043021 Chrusciel, P. T., Lopes Costa, J., & Heusler, M. 2012, Living Rev. Rel., 15, 7, doi: 10.12942/lrr-2012-7 Corichi, A., & Singh, P. 2016, Class. Quant. Grav., 33, 055006, doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/33/5/055006 Cunha, P. V. P., & Herdeiro, C. A. R. 2018, Gen. Rel.

Grav., 50, 42, doi: 10.1007/s10714-018-2361-9 Cunha, P. V. P., Herdeiro, C. A. R., & Radu, E. 2019, Universe, 5, 220, doi: 10.3390/universe5120220 Cunningham, C. T., & Bardeen, J. M. 1973, Astrophys. J., 183, 237, doi: 10.1086/152223 de Vries, A. 2000, Class. Quantum Gravity, 17, 123, doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/17/1/309 Devi, S., Nagarajan S, A., Chakrabarti, S., & Ranjan Majhi, B. 2021, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2105.11847. https://arxiv.org/abs/2105.11847 Do, T., et al. 2019, Science, 365, 664,

doi: 10.1126/science.aav8137 Einstein, A. 1916, Sitzungsber. Preuss. Akad. Wiss. Berlin (Math. Phys. ), 1916, 688 Falcke, H., Melia, F., & Agol, E. 2000, Astrophys. J. Lett., 528, L13, doi: 10.1086/312423 Gambini, R., Olmedo, J., & Pullin, J. 2020, Class. Quant.

Grav., 37, 205012, doi: 10.1088/1361-6382/aba842 Gambini, R., & Pullin, J. 2008, Phys. Rev. Lett., 101, 161301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.161301 —. 2013, Phys. Rev. Lett., 110, 211301,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.211301 Ghosh, S. G., & Afrin, M. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2206.02488. https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.02488 Ghosh, S. G., Kumar, R., & Islam, S. U. 2021, JCAP, 03, 056, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2021/03/056

14 Afrin, Vagnozzi & Ghosh

Gralla, S. E. 2021, Phys. Rev. D, 103, 024023,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024023 Gravity Collaboration, Abuter, R., Amorim, A., et al. 2019,

A&A, 625, L10, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201935656 —. 2021, A&A, 645, A127,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202039544 Gravity Collaboration, Abuter, R., Aimar, N., et al. 2022,

A&A, 657, L12, doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/202142465 Hawking, S. W. 1972, Commun. Math. Phys., 25, 152,

doi: 10.1007/BF01877517 Hioki, K., & Maeda, K.-i. 2009, Phys. Rev. D, 80, 024042,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.80.024042 Hioki, K., & Miyamoto, U. 2008, Phys. Rev. D, 78, 044007,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.78.044007 Islam, S. U., Ghosh, S. G., & Maharaj, S. D. 2022, arXiv

e-prints, arXiv:2203.00957. https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.00957 Israel, W. 1967, Phys. Rev., 164, 1776,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRev.164.1776 —. 1968, Commun. Math. Phys., 8, 245,

doi: 10.1007/BF01645859 Johannsen, T. 2016, Class. Quant. Grav., 33, 113001,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/33/11/113001 Johannsen, T., & Psaltis, D. 2010, Astrophys. J., 718, 446,

doi: 10.1088/0004-637X/718/1/446 —. 2011, Adv. Space Res., 47, 528,

doi: 10.1016/j.asr.2010.10.019 Johannsen, T., Broderick, A. E., Plewa, P. M., et al. 2016,

Phys. Rev. Lett., 116, 031101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.031101 Johnson, M. D., et al. 2020, Sci. Adv., 6, eaaz1310,

doi: 10.1126/sciadv.aaz1310 Junior, H. C. D. L., Yang, J.-Z., Crispino, L. C. B., Cunha,

P. V. P., & Herdeiro, C. A. R. 2022, Phys. Rev. D, 105, 064070, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.105.064070 Jusufi, K., Azreg-Aïnou, M., Jamil, M., & Saridakis, E. N.

2022a, Universe, 8, 102, doi: 10.3390/universe8020102 Jusufi, K., Azreg-Aïnou, M., Jamil, M., & Zhu, T. 2022b,

Int. J. Geom. Meth. Mod. Phys., 19, 2250068, doi: 10.1142/S0219887822500682 Kerr, R. P. 1963, Phys. Rev. Lett., 11, 237,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.11.237 Khodadi, M., Allahyari, A., Vagnozzi, S., & Mota, D. F.

2020, JCAP, 09, 026, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2020/09/026 Khodadi, M., & Lambiase, G. 2022, arXiv e-prints,

arXiv:2206.08601. https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.08601 Kocherlakota, P., et al. 2021, Phys. Rev. D, 103, 104047,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.103.104047

Kuang, X.-M., Tang, Z.-Y., Wang, B., & Wang, A. 2022, Phys. Rev. D, 106, 064012, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.106.064012 Kumar, A., Singh, D. V., & Ghosh, S. G. 2020a, Annals Phys., 419, 168214, doi: 10.1016/j.aop.2020.168214 Kumar, J., Islam, S. U., & Ghosh, S. G. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2209.04240. https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.04240 Kumar, R., & Ghosh, S. G. 2020a, Astrophys. J., 892, 78, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab77b0 —. 2020b, JCAP, 07, 053,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2020/07/053 —. 2021, Class. Quant. Grav., 38, 8,

doi: 10.1088/1361-6382/abdd48 Kumar, R., Ghosh, S. G., & Wang, A. 2020b, Phys. Rev. D, 101, 104001, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.104001 Kumar, R., Kumar, A., & Ghosh, S. G. 2020c, Astrophys.

J., 896, 89, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab8c4a Kumar, R., Singh, B. P., Ali, M. S., & Ghosh, S. G. 2021, Phys. Dark Univ., 34, 100881, doi: 10.1016/j.dark.2021.100881 Kumar, R., Singh, B. P., & Ghosh, S. G. 2020d, Annals Phys., 420, 168252, doi: 10.1016/j.aop.2020.168252 Liu, C., Zhu, T., Wu, Q., et al. 2020, Phys. Rev. D, 101, 084001, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.084001 Luminet, J. P. 1979, Astron. Astrophys., 75, 228 Mizuno, Y., Younsi, Z., Fromm, C. M., et al. 2018, Nature Astron., 2, 585, doi: 10.1038/s41550-018-0449-5 Modesto, L. 2010, Int. J. Theor. Phys., 49, 1649, doi: 10.1007/s10773-010-0346-x Modesto, L., & Premont-Schwarz, I. 2009, Phys. Rev. D, 80, 064041, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.80.064041 Newman, E. T., Couch, R., Chinnapared, K., et al. 1965, J.

Math. Phys., 6, 918, doi: 10.1063/1.1704351 Nojiri, S., Odintsov, S. D., & Oikonomou, V. K. 2017, Phys. Rept., 692, 1, doi: 10.1016/j.physrep.2017.06.001 Odintsov, S. D., & Oikonomou, V. K. 2022, EPL, 139, 59003, doi: 10.1209/0295-5075/ac8a13 Oikonomou, V. K., Tsyba, P., & Razina, O. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2209.04669. https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.04669 Okyay, M., & Övgün, A. 2022, JCAP, 01, 009,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2022/01/009 Olmedo, J., Saini, S., & Singh, P. 2017, Class. Quant.

Grav., 34, 225011, doi: 10.1088/1361-6382/aa8da8 Palumbo, D. C. M., Wong, G. N., & Prather, B. S. 2020, Astrophys. J., 894, 156, doi: 10.3847/1538-4357/ab86ac Pantig, R. C., & Övgün, A. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2206.02161. https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.02161

Papnoi, U., Atamurotov, F., Ghosh, S. G., & Ahmedov, B.

2014, Phys. Rev. D, 90, 024073, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.90.024073 Perez, A. 2017, Rept. Prog. Phys., 80, 126901,

doi: 10.1088/1361-6633/aa7e14 Psaltis, D., et al. 2020, Phys. Rev. Lett., 125, 141104, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.141104 Ricarte, A., Palumbo, D. C. M., Narayan, R., Roelofs, F., & Emami, R. 2022, Astrophys. J. Lett., 941, L12, doi: 10.3847/2041-8213/aca087 Rovelli, C. 1998, Living Rev. Rel., 1, 1,

doi: 10.12942/lrr-1998-1 Roy, R., Vagnozzi, S., & Visinelli, L. 2022, Phys. Rev. D, 105, 083002, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.105.083002 Ryan, F. D. 1995, Phys. Rev. D, 52, 5707,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.52.5707 Santos, V., Maluf, R. V., & Almeida, C. A. S. 2016, Phys.

Rev. D, 93, 084047, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.93.084047 Schwarzschild, K. 1916, Sitzungsber. Preuss. Akad. Wiss.

Berlin (Math. Phys. ), 1916, 189. https://arxiv.org/abs/physics/9905030 Sengo, I., Cunha, P. V. P., Herdeiro, C. A. R., & Radu, E.

2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2209.06237. https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.06237 Shen, Z.-Q., Lo, K. Y., Liang, M. C., Ho, P. T. P., & Zhao, J. H. 2005, Nature, 438, 62, doi: 10.1038/nature04205 Singh, B. P., & Ghosh, S. G. 2018, Annals Phys., 395, 127, doi: 10.1016/j.aop.2018.05.010 Teo, E. 2021, Gen. Rel. Grav., 53, 10,

doi: 10.1007/s10714-020-02782-z

Tsukamoto, N. 2018, Phys. Rev. D, 97, 064021,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.97.064021 Tsupko, O. Y. 2017, Phys. Rev. D, 95, 104058,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.95.104058 Vagnozzi, S., Bambi, C., & Visinelli, L. 2020, Class. Quant.

Grav., 37, 087001, doi: 10.1088/1361-6382/ab7965 Vagnozzi, S., & Visinelli, L. 2019, Phys. Rev. D, 100, 024020, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.100.024020 Vagnozzi, S., Roy, R., Tsai, Y.-D., et al. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2205.07787. https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.07787 Vandersloot, K. 2007, Phys. Rev. D, 75, 023523, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.75.023523 Walia, R. K. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2207.02106.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.02106 Walia, R. K., Ghosh, S. G., & Maharaj, S. D. 2022, arXiv e-prints, arXiv:2207.00078. https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.00078 Will, C. M. 2006, Living Rev. Rel., 9, 3,

doi: 10.12942/lrr-2006-3 Yan, S.-F., Li, C., Xue, L., et al. 2020, Phys. Rev. Res., 2, 023164, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.023164 Yang, S.-J., Zhang, Y.-P., Wei, S.-W., & Liu, Y.-X. 2022, JHEP, 04, 066, doi: 10.1007/JHEP04(2022)066 Yumoto, A., Nitta, D., Chiba, T., & Sugiyama, N. 2012, Phys. Rev. D, 86, 103001, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.86.103001