
Chapter 1
Testing Gravity with Black Hole X-Ray Data

Cosimo Bambi

Abstract The analysis of the properties of the X-ray radiation emitted from geo-
metrically thin accretion disks around black holes can be a powerful tool to test
General Relativity in the strong field regime. This chapter reviews the state-of-the-
art of gravity tests with black hole X-ray data. So far, most efforts have been devoted
to test the Kerr hypothesis – namely that the spacetime around astrophysical black
holes is described by the Kerr solution – and X-ray data can currently provide among
the most stringent constraints on possible deviations from the Kerr geometry. As of
now, all X-ray analyses are consistent with the predictions of General Relativity.

1.1 Introduction

In 4-dimensional General Relativity, black holes are completely specified by three
parameters: the black hole mass, the black hole spin angular momentum, and the
black hole electric charge. This is the result of the celebrated no-hair theorem, which
is actually a family of theorems with specific assumptions and a number of exten-
sions [36, 105, 38]. Uncharged black holes are described by the Kerr solution [70]
and have only two parameters: the black hole mass and the black hole spin angular
momentum.

The spacetime around astrophysical black holes formed by the complete grav-
itational collapse of a progenitor astrophysical body should be described well by
the Kerr solution. For example, initial deviations from the Kerr metric are quickly
radiated away by the emission of gravitational waves at the time of the forma-
tion of the black hole [95]. The presence of nearby stars or of an accretion disk
have normally a negligible impact on the spacetime geometry near the black hole
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event horizon [19, 27]. The black hole equilibrium electric charge resulting from
the difference between the proton and electron masses is tiny and can be ignored
for macroscopic objects [19, 26]. The impact of these and other effects on the
spacetime metric around a black hole can be quantified, but it turns out that the
induced deviations from the Kerr solution are normally extremely small and negli-
gible even in the case of future very accurate tests of the Kerr hypothesis. On the
contrary, macroscopic deviations from the Kerr solution are predicted by a num-
ber of scenarios with new physics, from models with macroscopic quantum gravity
effects (see, e.g., Refs. [46, 53]) to scenarios with exotic matter fields (see, e.g.,
Refs. [59, 60]) or in the case General Relativity is not the correct theory of gravity
(see, e.g., Refs. [136, 71]).

From astronomical observations, we know three classes of astrophysical black
holes: stellar-mass black holes, supermassive black holes, and intermediate-mass
black holes [20].

• Stellar-mass black holes are the natural product of the evolution of very heavy
stars. When a star exhausts all its nuclear fuel, the thermal pressure of the plasma
cannot compensate the gravitational force any longer and the body shrinks to
find a new equilibrium configuration. If the quantum pressure of electrons or
neutrons can compensate the weight of the collapsing part of the star, we have
the formation of, respectively, a white dwarf or a neutron star. If the collapsing
body is too heavy, there is no mechanism to stop the collapse and we have the
formation of a black hole.
The minimum mass of these black holes is thus set by the Oppenheimer-Volkof
limit, which is the maximum mass for a neutron star and is around 2-3 M�,
depending on the exact matter equation of state, composition, rotation, etc. [76].
The maximum mass for stellar-mass black holes is probably around 100 M� for
objects formed by the direct collapse of primordial metal-poor stars of about
100 M� [84]. For heavier stars, the gravitational collapse is so violent that may
destroy the whole system, without leaving any remnant. For stars with higher
metallicity, the outer envelope of the star is ejected into space (heavier elements
have larger photon cross-sections) and the mass of the final black hole cannot be
higher than 20-30 M� [84].
From stellar evolution studies, we expect a population of 108-109 stellar-mass
black holes in a galaxy like the Milky Way [116]. While this is a huge num-
ber, it is extremely difficult to identify these objects and, as a result, the number
of known stellar-mass black holes is much lower. From electromagnetic obser-
vations, we currently know about 70 stellar-mass black holes in X-ray binary
systems, and only for about 25 objects we have a dynamical measurement of
the mass (i.e., from the study of the orbital motion of the companion star we
can infer that the mass of the black hole exceeds the Oppenheimer-Volkof limit
and therefore it cannot be a neutron star); see Fig. 1.1. The majority of these
∼70 stellar-mass black holes are in the Milky Way, while only a few of them are
in nearby galaxies.
Most of the known black hole binaries are transient X-ray sources: they are nor-
mally in a quiescent state with a very low X-ray luminosity (they can be even
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Fig. 1.1: Sketch of 22 X-ray binaries with a stellar-mass black hole confirmed by
dynamical measurements. For every system, the black hole accretion disk is on the
left and the companion star is on the right. The color of the companion star roughly
indicates its surface temperature (from brown to white as the temperature increases).
We can compare the size of these X-ray binaries with the system Sun-Mercury in
the top left corner: the distance Sun-Mercury is about 50 million km and the radius
of the Sun is about 0.7 million km. Figure courtesy of Jerome Orosz.

too faint to be detected by our X-ray observatories) and sometimes they have
an outburst, when there is a significant transfer of material from the companion
star to the black hole. Every year, we may discover 1-3 new black holes, when
their binary system has an outburst (see Fig. 1.2). On the other hand, persistent
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Fig. 1.2: Cumulative histogram of the number of discovered stellar-mass black holes
in transient X-ray sources. Red bars are for new black holes and blue bars are for
dynamically confirmed black holes. The horizontal gray bars show the main X-ray
missions used to discover and study these black holes. From the online BlackCAT
catalog https://www.astro.puc.cl/BlackCAT/ of Ref. [39].

sources are relatively rare: in Fig. 1.1, only Cygnus X-1, LMC X-1, LMC X-3,
and M33 X-7 are persistent X-ray sources and all other X-ray binaries are tran-
sients. GRS 1915+105 is quite a peculiar case: it started its outburst in 1992 and
since then it appears as a persistent X-ray source in the sky.
From gravitational wave observations, so far we have detected about 90 events
in which two stellar-mass black holes (or a stellar-mass black hole and a neutron
star or two neutron stars) merged to form a heavier black hole; see Fig. 1.3. With
the current sensitivity of the LIGO and Virgo experiments, we can detect a new
merger event every few days, but the detection rate will significantly increase
with the next generation of gravitational wave observatories.

• Supermassive black holes are black holes with a mass in the range 105-1010 M�
and are found in galactic nuclei. Every middle-size or large galaxy seems to have
a supermassive black hole at its center, while in the case of small galaxies the
situation is more controversial: some small galaxies may have a supermassive
black hole but other small galaxies may not.
While heavier objects can naturally migrate to the center of a multi-body system,
and therefore it is not a surprise to find such supermassive objects in galactic
nuclei, their exact origin is not completely understood: it is not like the case of

https://www.astro.puc.cl/BlackCAT/
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Fig. 1.3: Stellar-mass black holes and neutron stars with a robust mass measurement.
Black holes (neutron stars) discovered with gravitational waves are in blue (orange)
and black holes (neutron stars) in X-ray binaries are in magenta (green). Credit:
LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA/Aaron Geller/Northwestern

stellar-mass black holes, which should be anyway expected as the final product
of the evolution of very heavy starts. Supermassive black holes were certainly
much smaller when they formed and have grown from merger with other black
holes and accretion of the surrounding material. However, it is puzzling to ob-
serve black holes with masses of about 1010 M� in high-redshift galaxies, when
the Universe was only 1 Gyr old; see, e.g., Ref. [132]: a stellar-mass black hole
formed from the first generation of stars would not have had the time to grow
so much in such a short time without exceeding the Eddington limit. It is pos-
sible that the supermassive black holes we see today in galactic nuclei formed
from the direct collapse of heavy clouds, and therefore their initial mass was a
few order of magnitudes higher than the maximum mass of stellar-mass black
holes [128]. They may have also experienced some period of super-Eddington
accretion and/or grown from the merger of several black holes [128]. The ac-
tual mechanism is currently unknown, but it will be investigated by the next
generation of gravitational wave observatories, which will have the capability of
detecting black hole mergers at very high redshift, potentially even before the
formation of the first stars.

• Intermediate-mass black holes are black holes with a mass filling the gap be-
tween the stellar-mass and the supermassive black holes. However, unlike in the
case of stellar-mass and supermassive black holes, so far there are no robust mea-
surements of the masses of these objects, so technically we should speak about
intermediate-mass black hole “candidates”.
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Some of these objects are in the so-called ultra-luminous X-ray sources, which
are X-ray sources with a luminosity exceeding the Eddington limit of a stellar-
mass black hole [68]. However, today we know that some ultra-luminous X-ray
sources host neutron stars accreting above the Eddington limit [11], so caution
is necessary in the interpretation of these objects. Intermediate-mass black holes
are expected to form at the center of stellar clusters from collision and merger of
cluster members [52].

In this chapter, we review how the analysis of the X-ray radiation emitted from
the inner part of accretion disks around black holes can test General Relativity in the
strong field regime. The chapter is organized as follows. Section 1.2 introduces the
astrophysical systems required for our tests. Section 1.3 shows how the analysis of
X-ray spectra of accreting black holes can test General Relativity and which predic-
tions and assumptions can be really studied. Section 1.4 reviews the main techniques
to test black holes with X-ray data. Section 1.5 reviews the current observational
constraints on the Kerr hypothesis. Section 1.6 is devoted to discuss the systematic
effects of these measurements and how robust these tests can be. Section 1.7 is for
the conclusions and future developments of this line of research.

1.2 Disk-Corona Model

The astrophysical system required for gravity tests with X-ray data is illustrated in
Fig. 1.4, which is normally referred to as the disk-corona model [29]. We have a
black hole accreting from a geometrically thin and optically thick accretion disk. It
is also useful to select sources in which the inner edge of the disk is at the innermost
stable circular orbit (ISCO). The necessary conditions to have such an accretion disk
are that the angular momentum of the gas is high and that the accretion luminosity is
moderately high, say between about 5% and 30% of the Eddington luminosity of the
source [113]. The high angular momentum of the accreting gas is necessary to have
a disk. For lower accretion luminosities, the disk may be truncated at a radius larger
than the ISCO. For higher accretion luminosities, the pressure of the gas becomes
important and the disk may not be thin any longer near the black hole.

In the case of stellar-mass black holes in X-ray binaries, the angular momentum
of the gas is always high enough to form an accretion disk, as the gas comes from
the material transferring from the companion star to the black hole on the orbital
plane. It is always necessary to check if the accretion disk is truncated or not, as
this is a tricky point and it is not guaranteed that the inner edge is at the ISCO even
if the accretion luminosity of the source is between 5% and 30% of the Eddington
luminosity.

On the contrary, most supermassive black holes in galactic nuclei do not have a
geometrically thin and optically thick accretion disk. For most supermassive black
holes, including that at the center of the Milky Way, the angular momentum of the
gas and the accretion rate are too low to have a thin disk. Active galactic nuclei
(AGN) represent only about 0.035% of all galactic nuclei and only a fraction of the
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Fig. 1.4: Disk-corona model. Figure from Ref. [21] under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.

supermassive black holes in AGN meet our requirements for gravity tests. Currently
we do not know any intermediate-mass black hole candidate suitable for gravity
tests.

In a geometrically thin and optically thick accretion disk, the gas is in local ther-
mal equilibrium and every point of the surface of the disk has a blackbody-like
spectrum. The whole disk has a multi-temperature blackbody-like spectrum, as the
temperature of the gas increases as it falls through the gravitational well of the black
hole. The temperature of the accretion disk roughly scales as M−1/4, where M is the
black hole mass [19]. In the case of stellar-mass black holes, the thermal spectrum of
the disk is peaked in the soft X-ray band (0.1-10 keV). In the case of supermassive
black holes, the thermal spectrum is in the optical/UV band (1-100 eV).

The corona is some hotter plasma (of the order of 100 keV) near the black hole
and the inner part of the accretion disk, but its exact geometry is not yet well un-
derstood and it is expected to evolve in time. For example, the base of the jet, the
atmosphere above the accretion disk, and/or the accretion flow in the plunging re-
gion between the inner edge of the disk and the black hole may act as coronae, and
two or more coronae may coexist at the same time (see Fig. 1.5) [29].

Thermal photons from the disk can inverse Compton scatter off free electrons in
the corona. The spectrum of the Comptonized photons is approximately described
by a power law with a high-energy cutoff (and even a low-energy cutoff if we have
low energy data). A fraction of the Comptonized photons can illuminate the disk:
here we can have Compton scattering and absorption followed by fluorescent emis-
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Fig. 1.5: Examples of possible coronal geometries: lamppost geometry (top left
panel), sandwich geometry (top right panel), spherical geometry (bottom left panel),
and toroidal geometry (bottom right panel). Figure from Ref. [19].

sion. The final result is a reflection spectrum of the disk, as shown in Fig. 1.4 by the
green arrows.

In the rest-frame of the gas in the disk, the reflection spectrum is characterized
by narrow fluorescent emission lines in the soft X-ray band and a Compton hump
peaking at 20-30 keV (red spectrum in Fig. 1.6) [106, 49]. The most prominent
emission line is usually the iron Kα complex, which is at 6.4 keV in the case of
neutral or weakly ionized iron atoms and shifts up to 6.97 keV in the case of H-
like iron ions (and there is no emission line in the case of fully ionized iron ions).
The reflection spectrum of the whole disk as seen by a distant observer appears
blurred as a result of relativistic effects (gravitational redshift and Doppler boosting)
in the strong gravitational field around the black hole (green and blue spectra in
Fig. 1.6) [47, 75, 19].

1.3 What can we test with X-ray data?

In general, the output of an X-ray detector is the measurement of the total photon
count per spectral channel C(h), where h is the spectral channel in some engineering
units. C(h) can be written as

C(h) = τ

[∫
dE ·R(h,E) ·A(E) · s(E) + B(h)

]
, (1.1)
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Fig. 1.6: Reflection spectrum in the rest-frame of the gas in the disk (red curve)
and relativistic reflection spectra of the whole disk as seen by a distant observer
(green curve for a Schwarzschild spacetime and blue curve for a Kerr spacetime
with spin parameter a∗ = 0.998). Non-relativistic and relativistic reflection spectra
have a different normalization to avoid overlapping. Figure from Ref. [29].

where τ is the exposure time of the observation, R(h,E) is the redistribution matrix,
A(E) is the effective area of the detector, s(E) is the intrinsic spectrum of the source
that we want to measure, and B(h) is the instrumental background contribution.

The redistribution matrix R(h,E) is related to the response of the detector and
roughly corresponds to the probability that a photon of energy E is detected in the
channel h. In an ideal detector, the redistribution matrix should be a δ -function:
R(h,E) = δ (h−hE). In a real detector, this is not possible and the width of the curve
of R(h,E) as a function of h defines the instrumental resolution at the energy E.
Fig. 1.7 shows the redistribution matrix of the EPIC-pn camera on board of XMM-
Newton for four different photon energies. The effective area A(E) depends on the
optics, possible filters, and the detector, and roughly corresponds to the efficiency
of these elements as a function of the photon energy. The shape of the measured
spectrum, C(h), is normally very different from the intrinsic spectrum of the source,
s(E), and is instead mainly determined by the characteristics of the instrument, so
by R(h,E) and A(E).

In general, it is not possible to invert Eq. (1.1) and write s(E) in terms of C(h) be-
cause of cross-correlations among different energies. The standard strategy is to fol-
low the so-called forward-folding approach, which is based on the following steps:
1) we consider a theoretical model for the intrinsic spectrum of the source s(E);
2) we convolve the theoretical model with the instrument response to get the ex-
pected C(h) for certain input parameters of the theoretical model; 3) we compare
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Fig. 1.7: Response of the EPIC-pn detector on board of XMM-Newton to
monochromatic lines of 0.3, 0.5, 2.0, and 6.0 keV. PI (= pulse invariant) is an engi-
neering unit for the spectral channel. Figure courtesy of Matteo Guainazzi.

the measured C(h) with the expected C(h) with some goodness-of-fit statistical test;
4) we find the best-fit and we calculate the confidence intervals on the best-fit pa-
rameters.

The construction and the development of sufficiently sophisticated theoretical
models to describe the intrinsic spectrum of the source s(E) is crucial to get accurate
measurements of the physical system. In the case of tests of General Relativity with
black holes accreting from geometrically thin and optically thick accretion disks, we
can expect to be able to test fundamental physics from the analysis of the thermal
spectrum and of the reflection features. The Comptonized spectrum from the corona
has a very simple shape – usually it can be approximated by a power law spectrum
with a high-energy cutoff – and cannot be easily related to the physics occurring in
the strong gravitational field of the black hole without knowing its exact geometry
and location.

Theoretical models for the predictions of the thermal and reflection compo-
nents are based on some assumptions, which can be grouped into two classes (see
Tab. 1.1): assumptions related to the underlying fundamental physics and those re-
lated to the astrophysical model. In the former group, we have the particle motion
(e.g., motion of the particles of the accretion disk and motion of X-ray photons from
the emission point on the disk to the detection point in the flat faraway region) and,
for the calculation of the reflection component, the atomic physics in strong gravi-
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tational fields. For the astrophysical set-up, we need a model for the accretion disk
and, for the calculation of the reflection component, even a model for the corona.

Table 1.1: Required ingredients for theoretical models to predict thermal and reflec-
tion spectra of thin disks around black holes

Fundamental Physics

Particle Motion

Atomic Physics (only for reflection)

Astrophysical Model

Accretion Disk

Corona (only for reflection)

In General Relativity, the particle motion is the geodesic motion in the Kerr
spacetime and the atomic physics is the same as in our laboratories on Earth (be-
cause in General Relativity the non-gravitational laws of physics reduce to those of
Special Relativity in any locally inertial reference frame). However, in theories be-
yond General Relativity, the spacetime of a black hole may not be described by the
Kerr solution, there may be deviations from geodesic motion (for all particle species
or only for some particle species), and the atomic physics near a black hole may be
different from that in our laboratories on Earth (e.g., some fundamental constants,
like the fine structure constant α or the electron mass me, may be determined by
the vacuum expectation value of a scalar field, which can be different around black
holes and on Earth, and this would certainly have an impact on the energy levels of
atoms and Compton scattering). If the astrophysical model is under control, we can
think of relaxing some assumptions of the underlying fundamental physics and test
these assumptions with X-ray observations of black holes.

Generally speaking, there are two possible approaches to test General Relativity:

• The top-down approach is the most natural and logical one: we want to compare
General Relativity with some other theory of gravity. In such a case, we have
to construct a theoretical model for General Relativity and another theoretical
model for the other theory of gravity, fit the data with the two models, and check
which of them can describe the data better and if it is possible to rule out the other
one. There are at least two issues if we follow this approach. First, there are many
theories of gravity beyond General Relativity and we should repeat the test for
each of them. Second, we should be able to construct the theoretical model for
the other theory of gravity and this is not so easy in general. For example, black
hole solutions in theories beyond General Relativity are more often known only
in the non-rotating limit while the complete rotating solution is unknown simply
because it is too difficult to solve the field equations of the theory imposing only
that the spacetime is stationary and axisymmetric. Without the complete rotating
black hole solution, we cannot test the theory because astrophysical bodies have
naturally a non-vanishing spin angular momentum and the spin of the black hole
typically plays an important role in the shape of its X-ray spectrum.
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• The bottom-up approach is an alternative strategy in which we want to test a
specific assumption or prediction of General Relativity, which may be violated
in other theories of gravity but we do not assume any of them in particular. In such
a case, we have to employ a theoretical framework suitable to quantify possible
violations of that assumption or prediction. Normally we have to introduce one
or more parameters to do it. For example, we may be in the situation in which
General Relativity is recovered if the new parameter vanishes and we have a
violation of that assumption or prediction if the new parameter does not vanish.
When we fit the data with the theoretical model and we measure the value of
the new parameter, we can see if its value is consistent with its value in General
Relativity.

So far, most of the studies reported in the literature (with X-ray data but even
with other electromagnetic observations) have focused on testing the Kerr hypothe-
sis, namely that the spacetime around astrophysical black holes is described by the
Kerr solution [18]. These tests have employed either known non-Kerr black hole so-
lutions of particular theories of gravity or parametric black hole spacetimes in which
deviations from the Kerr solution are quantified by phenomenological deformation
parameters in the spirit of the bottom-up approach. In part, this choice is motivated
by the fact that it is easier to test the Kerr hypothesis than geodesic motion and
atomic physics. However, it is also because theories of gravity violating the Kerr
hypothesis but preserving geodesic motion and atomic physics are the most conser-
vative extensions of General Relativity: the field equations of the theory are different
and uncharged black holes are not described by the Kerr solution1, but gravity still
universally and minimally couples to matter, so we have geodesic motion and the
atomic physics around black holes is the same as in our laboratories on Earth.

Among the parametric black hole spacetimes proposed in the literature, X-ray
tests of the Kerr hypothesis have widely used the Johannsen metric [65]. Its line
element in Boyer-Lindquist coordinates is

ds2 = −
Σ
(
∆ −a2A2

2 sin2
θ
)

B2 dt2 +
Σ

∆A5
dr2 +Σdθ

2

+

[(
r2 +a2

)2 A2
1 −a2∆ sin2

θ

]
Σ sin2

θ

B2 dφ
2

−
2a
[(

r2 +a2
)

A1A2 −∆
]

Σ sin2
θ

B2 dtdφ , (1.2)

where

1 We note that a violation of the Kerr hypothesis implies a breakdown of General Relativity, but
the opposite is not necessarily true; that is, there are theories of gravity in which uncharged black
holes are still described by the Kerr metric [96].
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Σ = r2 +a2 cos2
θ , (1.3)

∆ = r2 −2Mr+a2 , (1.4)
B =

(
r2 +a2)A1 −a2A2 sin2

θ (1.5)

and the functions f , A1, A2, and A5 are defined as

f =
∞

∑
n=3

εn
Mn

rn−2 , A1 = 1+
∞

∑
n=3

α1n

(
M
r

)n

, (1.6)

A2 = 1+
∞

∑
n=2

α2n

(
M
r

)n

, A5 = 1+
∞

∑
n=2

α5n

(
M
r

)n

(1.7)

This form of the Johannsen metric is consistent with the Newtonian limit and with-
out constraints from Solar System experiments. If all deformation parameters van-
ish, we exactly recover the Kerr solution. The leading order deformation parameters
are ε3, α13, α22, and α52. α13 is the deformation parameter with the strongest impact
on the shape of the spectrum of thin disks, and thus the most widely studied.

1.4 X-ray techniques

The spectral analyses of the thermal component and of the reflection features of thin
accretion disks are currently the two leading techniques to test General Relativity
with black hole X-ray data and are reviewed in Subsections 1.4.1 and 1.4.2, respec-
tively. Other X-ray techniques are listed in Subsection 1.4.3, but none of them can
currently be used to test General Relativity. For a review on electromagnetic tech-
niques in general, see Ref. [18].

1.4.1 Continuum-fitting method

The spectral analysis of the thermal component of geometrically thin and optically
thick accretion disks around black holes is normally referred to as the continuum-
fitting method, because the thermal component is described by a continuum spec-
trum without features. This technique was originally proposed by Shuang-Nan
Zhang in Ref. [138] to measure black hole spins (assuming General Relativity) and
then developed by the Harvard group of Jeff McClintock and Ramesh Narayan (see,
e.g., Refs. [87, 88]). So far the continuum-fitting method has provided a spin mea-
surement for about 20 stellar-mass black holes [45]. The continuum-fitting method
is normally used only to estimate the spins of stellar-mass black holes in X-ray
binary systems. In the case of supermassive black holes in AGN, the thermal spec-
trum of the disk is peaked in the UV band, where dust absorption does not permit
an accurate measurement.
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Diego Torres was the first to consider the continuum-fitting method as a tech-
nique to test fundamental physics [117], followed by other authors that calculated
the thermal spectra of thin accretion disks around non-Kerr black holes or other ex-
otic compact objects like wormholes and boson stars [98, 55, 56, 57, 58, 73, 23, 13].
The thermal spectrum of a thin disk has quite a simple shape: if we assume the Kerr
metric, we can estimate the black hole spin parameter, but relaxing the Kerr hypoth-
esis there is normally a degeneracy between the spin parameter of the object and
possible deviations from the Kerr solution [72].

In Ref. [150], we presented nkbb2, which is the first – and currently the only –
thermal model suitable to analyze X-ray data. The first application of nkbb was the
analysis of RXTE spectra of the stellar-mass black hole in LMC X-1 [121] and we
confirmed the strong degeneracy between the black hole spin parameter and possible
deviations from the Kerr solution.

If we assume geodesic motion, the calculation of the thermal spectrum of a thin
disk requires two inputs: the spacetime metric and an accretion disk model. The
standard framework for the description of geometrically thin and optically thick
disks is the Novikov-Thorne model [92, 93]. The disk is on the equatorial plane,
perpendicular to the spin axis of the central object. The material of the disk follows
nearly-geodesic circular orbits on the equatorial plane. The inner edge of the disk is
at the ISCO and the material that reaches the ISCO quickly plunges onto the black
hole. From the conservation of mass, energy, and angular momentum, we can derive
the time-averaged radial structure of the accretion disk. The calculation of thermal
spectra of Novikov-Thorne disks have been extensively discussed in the literature in
Kerr and non-Kerr spacetimes [77, 23, 13, 19]. In the Kerr spacetime, eventually the
thermal spectrum of the disk depends on 5 parameters: the black hole mass M, the
black hole mass accretion rate Ṁ, the black hole distance D, the inclination angle of
the disk with respect to the line of sight of the distant observer i, and the black hole
spin parameter a∗. If we employ a non-Kerr spacetime with a deformation parameter
to quantify possible deviations from the Kerr solution, the model will depend also
on this sixth parameter. Fig. 1.8 shows thermal spectra of thin disks in the Johannsen
spacetime as calculated by nkbb for different values of the model parameters.

In general, there is a strong degeneracy among these parameters. The continuum-
fitting method requires to have independent estimate of the black hole mass M, the
black hole distant D, and the inclination angle of the disk i (for example, from
optical observations of the companion stars), and one can fit the data to estimate the
black hole spin parameter a∗, the black hole mass accretion rate Ṁ, and a possible
deformation parameter. If we fix M, D, i, and Ṁ, the shape of the spectrum is mainly
determined by the location of the inner edge of the disk, which is supposed to be
at the ISCO but this requires an accurate selection of the spectra to analyze [113].
More specifically, the high-energy cutoff of the spectrum is mainly determined by
the radiative efficiency at the ISCO radius, η = 1−EISCO [72], where EISCO is the
specific energy of a test-particle at the ISCO radius and only depends on the metric
coefficients gtt , gtφ , and gφφ [19]. In the Kerr spacetime, EISCO is determined by

2 nkbb is public and available at https://github.com/ABHModels.

https://github.com/ABHModels
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Fig. 1.8: Synthetic thermal spectra of thin disks in the Johannsen spacetime as calcu-
lated by nkbb for different values of the model parameters. M in M�, Ṁ in 1018 g/s,
and D in kpc. When not shown, the values of the model parameters are: M = 10M�,
Ṁ = 2 ·1018 g/s, D = 10 kpc, i = 45◦, a∗ = 0.7, and α13 = 0. Figure from Ref. [150].

the black hole spin parameter a∗ and it is relatively straightforward to measure a∗
from the analysis of the thermal spectrum of the disk. In non-Kerr spacetimes, it
is not so easy. If the deformation parameter appears in the metric coefficients gtt ,
gtφ , and gφφ , there is normally a strong degeneracy between a∗ and the deformation
parameter, and we find the kind of constraints shown in Fig. 1.9. If the deformation
parameter appears only in the metric coefficients grr and/or gθθ , its impact on the
shape of thermal spectra is normally too weak to be measured.
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Fig. 1.9: Constraints on the spin parameter a∗ and the Johannsen deformation pa-
rameter α13 from the analysis of the thermal spectrum of the stellar-mass black
hole in LMC X-1 with RXTE data reported in Ref. [121]. The red, green, and blue
curves represent, respectively, the 68%, 90% and 99% confidence level curves for
two relevant parameters (∆ χ2 = 2.30, 4.61, and 9.21, respectively). The horizontal
black thick line at α13 = 0 marks the Kerr solution. The gray region is ignored in
the analysis because includes pathological spacetimes. Figure from Ref. [121].

1.4.2 X-ray reflection spectroscopy

X-ray reflection spectroscopy refers to the spectral analysis of the reflection com-
ponent. This technique is sometimes called the iron line method, especially in the
old literature, as the iron Kα line is normally the most prominent fluorescent emis-
sion line of the reflection spectrum and early studies, based on observations of poor
quality, focused only on the analysis of the iron Kα line. Andy Fabian was the
first to propose to use the relativistically blurred reflection lines to probe the strong
gravity region around black holes [47], first detected in Cygnus X-1 and reported in
Ref. [30]. The first clear detection of a broadened iron line was reported in Ref. [115]
and observed in the spectrum of the supermassive black hole in MCG–06–30–15.
Starting from the work by Laura Brenneman and Chris Reynolds in Ref. [31], X-ray
reflection spectroscopy has been mainly developed for measuring black hole spins
and today we have over 40 stellar-mass black holes and over 40 supermassive black
holes with a spin measurement reported in the literature from the analysis of the
reflection features of their spectra [29, 45].

The first study of a relativistically broadened iron line in a non-Kerr spacetime
was reported by Youjun Lu and Diego Torres in Ref. [83], and later extended by
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other authors to other non-Kerr spacetimes [108, 67, 14, 15, 24, 62, 147, 91, 90,
32, 111, 148, 137, 79, 89, 140, 134]. In Refs. [28, 1], we presented the first – and
currently the only – full reflection model (i.e. for the whole reflection spectrum, not
only an iron line) suitable to analyze X-ray data and test the Kerr hypothesis. The
model is called relxill nk3, because it is an extension of the relxill package
developed by Thomas Dauser and Javier Garcia [40, 50, 51]. The first test of the
Kerr hypothesis from X-ray reflection spectroscopy was reported in Ref. [33]. In
the past couple of years, relxill nk has been developed to include the thickness
of the disk [2], non-trivial ionization and density profiles [3, 5], and specific coronal
geometries [103].

The calculation of reflection spectra of geometrically thin and optically thick ac-
cretion disks in Kerr and non-Kerr spacetimes have been extensively discussed in
the literature. There are two independent blocks. One of these two blocks is repre-
sented by the calculation of the reflection spectrum in the rest-frame of the gas of
the disk: in General Relativity, the non-gravitational laws of physics reduce to those
of Special Relativity in any locally inertial frame and therefore the calculation of
the non-relativistic reflection spectrum only depends on atomic physics [106, 49].
The second block is represented by the relativistic effects that make the original re-
flection spectrum blurred, as photons emitted from different points of the disk have
a different redshift/blueshift when they arrive at the detection point far from the
source [28, 19]. From the Novikov-Thorne model, the material in the disk follows
nearly-geodesic equatorial circular orbits and there is no emission from the plunging
region, between the inner edge of the accretion disk and the black hole. These are
the only ingredients of the Novikov-Thorne model entering the calculations of the
reflection spectrum. The inner edge of the disk can be at the ISCO, and it is useful to
select sources with the inner edge at the ISCO if we want to measure the black hole
spin parameter (assuming General Relativity) or test General Relativity, but this is
not strictly necessary.

Theoretical models for reflection spectra of accretion disks have normally sev-
eral parameters, which should be measured in the data analysis process. In the
relxill nk package, there are a number of “flavors”, namely different versions
of the model based on different assumptions. The default flavor has 16 parameters.
The spacetime metric is described by the spin parameter of the central object a∗
and by a deformation parameter introduced to quantify possible deviations from
the Kerr solution (for instance, the deformation parameter α13 of the Johannsen
metric, but relxill nk can easily work with any stationary, axisymmetric, and
asymptotically-flat metric given in analytical form). The mass of the central object
does not directly enter the calculation of the reflection spectrum. The accretion disk
has an inner radius Rin (which can be set at the ISCO or at some larger value, but it
can also be left free in the fit) and an outer radius Rout. The spectrum of the corona
illuminating the disk is described by a power law with a high-energy cutoff, and
there are thus two parameters: the photon index Γ and the high-energy cutoff Ecut.
For a corona with arbitrary geometry, the emissivity profile of the accretion disk ε

3 relxill nk is public and available at https://github.com/ABHModels.

https://github.com/ABHModels
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is modeled with a twice broken power law, namely there are three regions:
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(1.8)

and therefore five parameters (three emissivity indices for the inner/central/outer
regions, q1/q2/q3, and two breaking radii separating the three regions, Rbr1 and Rbr2).
The orientation of the accretion disk with respect to the distant observer is described
by the inclination angle of the disk with respect to the line of sight of the observer,
i. The material of the disk is characterized by the ionization parameter ξ (which
is constant over the whole disk in the default flavor) and the iron abundance AFe.
The redshift of the source z can be set to 0 in the case of X-ray binaries, as the
relative motion between us and the source is negligible, and to the value of the host
galaxy measured by optical observations in the case of AGN. The last parameter is
the normalization of the component, which is always determined by the fit during
the data analysis process.

Fig. 1.10 shows the impact of the Johannsen deformation parameter α13 on the
reflection spectrum of thin disks assuming that the other model parameters do not
change. The reflection spectrum has a more complicated structure than the thermal
one and, in the presence of high-quality data, it is possible to break the parameter
degeneracy. Fig. 1.11 shows the constraints on the black hole spin parameter a∗ and
the Johannsen deformation parameter α13 from the analysis reported in Ref. [120]
of XMM-Newton and NuSTAR data of the supermassive black hole in MCG–06–
30–15. While we clearly see a correlation between the estimates of a∗ and α13, we
have quite precise measurements of the two parameters, unlike the case shown in
Fig. 1.9.

1.4.3 Other X-ray techniques

The continuum-fitting method and X-ray reflection spectroscopy are two mature
techniques to test General Relativity with black hole X-ray data and have already
provided robust constraints on new physics. However, there are even other X-ray
techniques that have been discussed in the literature and may be used in the future.
For the moment, these techniques cannot test General Relativity, either because we
do not have yet a clear understanding of the underlying physical process or because
we do not have yet the necessary observational data. This subsection lists these
alternative X-ray techniques without entering the details, which can be found in the
original papers.
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Fig. 1.10: Examples of synthetic reflection spectra of thin disks in the Johannsen
spacetime as calculated by relxill nk for different values of the Johannsen de-
formation parameter α13. The values of the other parameters of the models do not
change. Figure from Ref. [21] under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
4.0 International License.

1.4.3.1 Quasi-periodic oscillations

Quasi-periodic oscillations (QPOs) are narrow features at characteristic frequencies
in the X-ray power density spectra of accreting black holes and neutron stars [19]. In
the case of stellar-mass black holes in X-ray binaries, QPOs can be grouped into two
classes: low-frequency QPOs (0.1-30 Hz) and high-frequency QPOs (40-450 Hz).
There are three different types of low-frequency QPOs: type-A, type-B, and type-C.
QPOs are observed even in the X-ray power density spectra of intermediate-mass
black holes and supermassive black holes, but they are more difficult to detect due
to insufficient observation lengths and modeling problems.

The exact origin of these QPOs is currently unknown, even if there are a num-
ber of proposals in the literature. In most models, the QPO frequencies are some-
how related to the three fundamental frequencies of equatorial circular orbits of a
test-particle: orbital frequency (the inverse of the orbital period), radial epicyclic
frequency (the frequency of radial oscillations around the mean orbit), and vertical
epicyclic frequency (the frequency of vertical oscillations around the mean orbit).
Since these three frequencies depends on the spacetime metric, if we knew the cor-
rect relations between QPO frequencies and fundamental frequencies, the measure-
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Fig. 1.11: Constraints on the spin parameter a∗ and the Johannsen deformation
parameter α13 from the analysis of the reflection features in XMM-Newton and
NuSTAR spectra of the supermassive black hole in MCG–06–30–15 reported in
Ref. [120]. The red, green, and blue curves represent, respectively, the 68%, 90%
and 99% confidence level curves for two relevant parameters (∆ χ2 = 2.30, 4.61,
and 9.21, respectively). The horizontal black thick line at α13 = 0 marks the Kerr
solution. Figure from Ref. [120].

ment of QPO frequencies could be used to measure the black hole spin parameter
(if we assume General Relativity) or test the Kerr hypothesis.

Zdeněk Stuchlı́k was the first to propose to use QPOs to test the Kerr hypothesis
in Ref. [114] and other authors have later extended the study of QPOs to other non-
Kerr spacetimes [66, 12, 112, 9, 17, 85, 25, 86, 43, 10, 44, 64]. The result strongly
depends on the QPO model and therefore, without knowing which model is correct,
we cannot get any robust measurement of the properties of a compact object with
this technique. The method is promising for the future, because it is relatively easy
to measure the QPO frequencies with good precision. However, depending on the
QPO model and the spacetime metric, it may be difficult to simultaneously estimate
the black hole spin and the deformation parameter because of a degeneracy between
these two quantities.

1.4.3.2 X-ray polarization

The thermal and reflection spectra of thin accretion disks around black holes are
expected to be partially polarized. The thermal spectrum would be initially unpolar-
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ized, but it is expected to become partially polarized because of Thomson scattering
of X-ray photons off free electrons in the dense atmosphere of the accretion disk.
The calculation of the polarization of the radiation emitted by an accretion disk re-
quires the calculation of the photon trajectories, from the emission point in the disk
to the detection point far from the source, and the parallel transport of the polar-
ization vector along these photon trajectories. If we assume geodesic motion, this
corresponds to calculate null geodesics of the background spacetime and the parallel
transport of the polarization vector along these null geodesics. Preliminary studies
to test the Kerr hypothesis from the analysis of the polarization of thermal spectra
of accretion disks are reported in Refs. [74, 78]. However, these tests require higher
quality data than those available today.

1.4.3.3 X-ray reverberation mapping

X-ray reflection spectroscopy is the analysis of the reflection spectrum of a disk in-
tegrated over a certain observational time. There is no information about the time
arrival of the photons in the detectors. However, future X-ray observatories with
high time resolutions and large effective areas should be able to measure the re-
flection spectrum as a function of time in response to a flare from the corona. The
physical process is sketched in Fig. 1.12, where the corona is supposed to be a com-
pact region along the spin axis of the black hole (lamppost corona): the corona has
a new flare illuminating the disk, photons are reflected by the disk and detected by
an instrument far from the source at different times depending on their reflection
point on the disk. X-ray reverberation mapping refers to the analysis of the reflec-
tion spectrum as a function of time. Preliminary studies to test the Kerr hypothesis
with X-ray reverberation mapping were reported in Refs. [61, 63]. Current X-ray
observatories do not have a sufficiently large effective area, and thus any time re-
solved measurement is dominated by the intrinsic detection noise. With future X-ray
observatories, X-ray reverberation mapping has the potentiality to constrain better
the Kerr spacetime than X-ray reflection spectroscopy [61, 63], but this requires a
perfect knowledge of the coronal geometry, which is probably quite challenging.

1.4.3.4 X-ray black hole imaging

Current X-ray observatories have a limited angular resolution and every accreting
black hole appears as a point-like X-ray source. However, future X-ray interfer-
ometry observatories will have the angular resolution to image thin accretion disks
around black holes; see, for instance, Ref. [127]. Today, we can image the super-
massive black holes at the center of the Milky Way and at the center of the galaxy
M87 at mm wavelengths with very long baseline interferometry facilities [6, 7]. X-
ray interferometry missions will have the possibility of opening a new window to
test General Relativity with black hole X-ray data, but it will probably take at least
a few decades to reach the necessary technology for similar observations.
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Fig. 1.12: When a new flare of the corona illuminates the disk, photons reflected
from different points of the disk are detected at different times because the travel
time depends on their exact path. Figure adapted from Ref. [19].

1.5 Results

The continuum-fitting method and X-ray reflection spectroscopy are two quite gen-
eral techniques to probe the strong gravity region around astrophysical black holes
and can potentially test a large number of scenarios beyond General Relativity. This
section reviews the main results obtained so far, without entering technical details
related to the analysis of specific sources, which can be found in the original publi-
cations.

Most of the studies have been devoted to test the Kerr hypothesis, following either
a top-down or a bottom-up approach. In the latter case, so far the most widely used
framework has been the Johannsen metric in Eq. (1.2) and most studies reported in
the literature have measured its deformation parameter α13 assuming that all other
deformation parameters vanish. Any measurement consistent with α13 = 0 confirms
the Kerr hypothesis, while the detection of a possible non-vanishing α13 at a large
confidence level value would indicate a violation of the Kerr hypothesis and General
Relativity. As of now, there is no claim of any measurement of a non-vanishing α13
at a significant confidence level.

Fig. 1.13 compares the most stringent and robust constraints on α13 from dif-
ferent techniques. All constraints are at 3 σ (statistical uncertainty only, but for all
those constraints the systematic uncertainties are thought to be subdominant). Some
constraints involving the analysis of the reflection features may be a bit different
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from those reported in the original publications because obtained from a more re-
cent version of relxill nk.

• The three green error bars are the three most stringent and robust constraints
obtained from the analysis of the reflection features of stellar-mass black holes
in X-ray binaries with relxill nk. The constraints on α13 from EXO 1846
and GRS 1739 are obtained from the analyses of NuSTAR data in Ref. [123].
The constraint from GRS 1915 is derived from the analysis of Suzaku data in
Ref. [142]. Other analyses of the reflection spectra of stellar-mass black holes
have provided weaker and/or less robust constraints [133, 141, 80, 129, 143, 82].

• The magenta error bar is the constraint on α13 from the analysis of the thermal
spectrum of the stellar-mass black hole in LMC X-1 with nkbb from RXTE
data reported in Ref. [121]. As we have already discussed in Subsection 1.4.1
and it is shown in Figs. 1.8 and 1.9, there is a strong correlation between the
measurements of the black hole spin parameter a∗ and the deformation parameter
α13, and therefore the constraint on α13 is weak. For the same reason, we have
not worked with other sources with a strong thermal component and no reflection
features.

• In some special cases, it is possible to test the Kerr hypothesis of the same source
with both relxill nk and nkbb. This has been done only for three sources
so far, but we can get the most stringent constraints on α13, as we can see from
the blue error bars in Fig. 1.13. The constraint from GX 339 is derived from
the analysis of a simultaneous observation of NuSTAR and Swift in which we
see both a strong thermal component and very prominent reflection features with
a very broadened iron line; see Ref. [122] for the details. The constraint from
GRS 1915 is obtained from the combined analysis of a Suzaku observation with
strong reflection features and RXTE observations with a strong thermal compo-
nent [126]. Last, the constraint from GRS 1716 is obtained from the analysis of
three simultaneous observations NuSTAR+Swift in Ref. [144].

• The red error bar is the most precise measurement of α13 from gravitational wave
data in GWCT-1 and GWCT-2 obtained in Ref. [109] following the approach
presented in Ref. [34]. The measurement is obtained from the gravitational wave
event GW170608 in which a ∼12 M� black hole merged to a ∼8 M� black hole
to form a ∼18 M� black hole. See Ref. [94, 104] for the caveats behind this con-
straints. The other events in GWCT-1 and GWCT-2 provide weaker constraints.
In this specific case of the Johannsen deformation parameter α13, we see that
the constraints from X-ray reflection spectroscopy are more stringent than those
from gravitational waves, but this result should not lead to conclude that this is
true for every deformation parameter. These two techniques are sensitive to dif-
ferent relativistic effects, and therefore it depends on the exact deformation from
the Kerr solution which technique can provide the most stringent constraints. See,
for instance, the case of other deformation parameters in Refs. [4, 109, 135, 104].

• The cyan error bar is the most stringent and robust constraint on α13 from the
analysis of the reflection spectrum of a supermassive black hole with relxill nk.
This measurement was obtained in Ref. [120] from the analysis of three simulta-
neous observations NuSTAR+XMM-Newton of the supermassive black hole in
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the galaxy MCG–06–30–15. While this constraint is comparable to the best con-
straints from the analysis of the reflection features of stellar-mass black holes, in
general the latter are more suitable to test the Kerr hypothesis because brighter.
However, MCG–06–30–15 is a very bright source, with a very prominent and
broadened iron line, and the quality of those particular NuSTAR and XMM-
Newton data is exceptionally good. Constraints on α13 from other analyses of
reflection spectra of AGN have provided less stringent and/or less robust con-
straints; see Refs. [118, 37, 119, 81]

• The two gray error bars refer to the constraints from the Event Horizon Tele-
scope of, respectively, the supermassive black hole M87∗ [97], at the center of
the galaxy M87, and the supermassive black hole Sgr A∗ [8], at the center of the
Milky Way. These constraints are currently significantly weaker than those from
X-ray and gravitational wave data (their 3 σ error bars extend beyond the y-axis
range of Fig. 1.13). To reach the precision of the current constraints from X-ray
and gravitational wave data, the Event Horizon Telescope would need to improve
the current angular resolution roughly by an order of magnitude, which could be
achieved by having one of the radio telescopes of the array in space.

It is worth noting that, within an agnostic approach such as that of the Johannsen
metric, we do not know if there is a correlation among the values of the deformation
parameter of different sources. In general we can expect two main scenarios if the
spacetime around astrophysical black holes is not described by the Kerr solution.
In the first scenario, we can have a violation of the no-hair theorem: black holes
are characterized by other parameters, and the values of these parameters can be
different for different objects (just like the mass and the spin). In such a case, even
if we tested the Kerr metric with high precision for a source, the result would not
hold for other black holes. In the second scenario, black holes are not described by
the Kerr solution, but some version of the no-hair theorem is still valid, so the value
of the deformation parameter should be the same for all black holes. There may be
even a third – hybrid – scenario, in which black hole have secondary hairs: black
hokes are described by other parameters, but these new parameters are not really
independent as they are determined by the mass and/or the spin. In such a case,
we may be in the situation in which, for example, all stellar-mass black holes have
a similar value of the deformation parameter, which, however, would be different
from that of supermassive black holes.

relxill nk has been used even to test specific gravity models in which black
holes are not described by the Kerr solutions but motion of free particles is still
described by the geodesic equations and the atomic physics in strong gravitational
fields is the same as in our laboratories on Earth. The models studied so far include
Einstein-Maxwell dilaton-axion gravity [125], Kaluza-Klein gravity [152], asymp-
totically safe quantum gravity [146], and conformal gravity [149, 151]. The con-
straints obtained on these models are all consistent with the Kerr solution and are
the most stringent among those reported in the literature so far.

In Ref. [107], we presented a modified version of relxill nk to test the
Weak Equivalence Principle, namely that any freely falling test-particle follows
the geodesics of the spacetime, regardless of its internal structure and composition.



1 Testing Gravity with Black Hole X-Ray Data 25

Fig. 1.13: Summary of the current constraints on the Johannsen deformation pa-
rameter α13 from X-ray reflection spectroscopy (green bars for stellar-mass black
holes and cyan bar for supermassive black holes), continuum-fitting method (ma-
genta bar), gravitational waves (red bar), and black hole imaging (gray bars). All
constraints are at 3 σ . The horizontal dotted line at α13 = 0 marks the Kerr solution
of General Relativity. The magenta and gray bars extend beyond the y-axis range.
See the text for more details. Figure from Ref. [22].

Within the spirit of the bottom-up approach, we studied two cases. In the first model,
photons followed null geodesics of the Kerr spacetime and massive particles in the
disk followed time-like geodesics of the Johannsen spacetime with a possible non-
vanishing deformation parameter α13. In the second model, massive particles in the
disk followed time-like geodesics of the Kerr spacetime and photons followed null
geodesics of the Johannsen spacetime with a possible non-vanishing deformation
parameter α13. From the analysis of NuSTAR data of the stellar-mass black hole
EXO 1846, we constrained the value of α13 for massive particles and the value of
α13 for photons.

X-ray reflection spectroscopy can potentially test even the atomic physics in the
strong gravitational fields of black holes. For instance, in Ref. [42] the authors pre-
sented a model in which the effective value of the mass of elementary particles is
determined by the value of a certain scalar field, which can be different near a black
hole and on Earth. Atomic spectra near a black hole would be different from those
in our laboratories on Earth because the value of the electron mass would be differ-
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ent. A very preliminary analysis on the possibility of measuring the value of the fine
structure constant α in the strong gravitational field of a black hole from the study
of the iron Kα line was reported in Ref. [16]. A similar study of the whole reflec-
tion spectrum would be significantly more complicated, but it is certainly something
worth investigating in the near future.

1.6 Accuracy of gravity tests with black hole X-ray data

After reviewing current observational constraints in the previous section, here we
want to address a crucial question: are these constraints on the Kerr hypothesis from
X-ray reflection spectroscopy robust? These measurements can certainly be precise,
as shown in Fig. 1.13, but are they also accurate?

As discussed below, X-ray reflection spectroscopy can provide precise and ac-
curate measurements of accreting black holes, but it is important to select the right
sources and the right observations. Among the huge number of observations avail-
able in archive, only a very limited number of spectra are suitable to test the Kerr
hypothesis. On the contrary, if we want to test the Kerr hypothesis for every source
that presents a spectrum with blurred reflection features – as it is often done in the
case of black hole spin measurements under the assumption that General Relativity
is correct – it is very easy to get precise but non-accurate measurements.

1.6.1 Selection of the spectra

Theoretical reflection models have several parameters. If we want to measure all
the parameters from the spectral fitting, we need high-quality data and a spectrum
with strong signatures of relativistic effects. Without these two ingredients, we can
unlikely break the parameter degeneracy of the model and we would be forced to
freeze the values of some parameters in the fit, with the result that the final measure-
ment may be biased.

To have high quality data, the source must be very bright to have a good statis-
tics (assuming that our X-ray detector has no pile-up problems), the data should
cover a wide energy band to see both the relativistically broadened iron line and
the Compton hump, and we should have a good energy resolution at the iron line
(which is the most informative part of the spectrum concerning relativistic effects).
In this regard, NuSTAR observations of bright Galactic black holes are normally
the most promising spectra to test the Kerr hypothesis [123], because the sources
are bright, NuSTAR covers the energy band 3-78 keV, and its spectra are normally
not affected by pile-up. In the case of simultaneous observations NuSTAR+XMM-
Newton or NuSTAR+NICER, we can also benefit of a good energy resolution at the
iron line [120].
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In order to have strong relativistic signatures in the reflection spectrum, it is nec-
essary that the inner edge of the accretion disk is as close as possible to the black
hole (which, in turn, requires to select very fast-rotating black holes with inner edge
of the disk at the ISCO radius) and that the corona illuminates well the very inner
part of the disk (which, in turn, requires that the corona is compact and very close to
the black hole, so the strong light bending can focus most of the hard X-ray photons
from the corona to the region around the inner edge of the disk). These two con-
ditions lead to very broadened iron lines in reflection spectra [40]. In the presence
of strong relativistic signatures in the reflection spectrum, it is possible to break the
parameter degeneracy [48, 69].

Apart these two “general” requirements, it is also necessary to select sources
with geometrically thin accretion disks. This condition can be satisfied if we se-
lect sources with an accretion luminosity between ∼5% to ∼30% of the Eddington
limit [113], but this require to have a reliable estimate of the black hole mass and
distance. All the current reflection models employ thin accretion disks. The exact
thickness of the disk is not relevant in the final measurement as long as the disks are
thin, especially if we study very fast-rotating black holes as required to test the Kerr
hypothesis [2, 124]. On the contrary, if the black hole accretes from a thick disk, we
can easily get precise but non-accurate measurements of the source [100, 101].

For instance, the constraints on the Kerr metric reported in Ref. [119] appear
to be very precise, but they do not meet the conditions of high-quality data and
geometrically thin disks, with the result that the systematics is not fully under con-
trol [145]. The analysis is based only on data in the soft X-ray band, which do not
cover the Compton hump. While there are large uncertainties on the masses and
distances of those sources, some objects are thought to accrete near the Eddington
limit, so the inner edge of the accretion disk is likely thick and any estimate of the
black hole spin or of the deformation parameter can be affected by large systematic
uncertainties [100, 101].

If we assume that the inner edge is at the ISCO radius during the data analysis,
it is also necessary to select sources that meet this condition. In the case of sources
with a strong thermal component and an accretion luminosity between ∼5% and
∼30% of the Eddington limit, there is clear observational evidence that the inner
edge is at the ISCO radius [113]. In other cases, this point should be explicitly
checked during the data analysis. If the corona illuminates well the very inner part
of the accretion disk, the fit can also measure the inner radius of the disk [48]. In
general, this is not a problem for testing the Kerr hypothesis because we have to
select in any case very fast-rotating black holes with the inner edge of the disk as
close as possible to the compact object, so we obtain the same result if we impose
that the inner edge is at the ISCO or if we leave the inner edge free in the fit [122].
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1.6.2 Accuracy of the theoretical models

Apart the selection of the spectra, one may be worried about the accuracy itself
of the theoretical models. Reflection models have been significantly developed in
the past decade [29], but they still rely on a number of simplifications that may
somewhat affect the final measurements. However, as it will be discussed below,
with the available data from X-ray missions like NuSTAR, NICER, Suzaku, and
XMM-Newton, uncertainties should be dominated by the statistical uncertainties
rather than the systematic uncertainties once we have selected suitable spectra and
chosen the correct theoretical models during the data analysis process.

The geometry of the corona is not yet well understood, while it is important in the
calculation of reflection spectra because it determines the exact emissivity profile of
the disk. However, the emissivity profiles produced by specific coronal geometries
have been calculated in a number of studies [130, 131, 54, 103], and the conclusion
is that a broken power law profile, or at most a twice broken power law profile as in
Eq. (1.8), should be enough to approximate well the emissivity profile generated by
a corona of arbitrary geometry. In the presence of high-quality data, the fit should
be able to determine all parameters of this phenomenological emissivity profile.
For example, in Ref. [123] we have shown that the spectra that seem to require a
lamppost corona can be also fit with a broken power law profile, always finding
consistent estimates of the model parameters even if the fit is a bit worse (while the
opposite is not true, namely the spectra that require a broken power law profile may
not be fit with the less flexible lamppost model).

The accuracy of the disk model employed in reflection models has been recently
tested with NuSTAR simulations of reflection spectra calculated from GRMHD-
simulated disks in Ref. [110]. The conclusion of that work is that we can recover
the correct input parameters from the spectral analysis of the reflection features with
current reflection models. The concept of inner edge of the disk is more likely re-
placed by the “reflection edge”, which is still around the ISCO radius and separates
the disk from the plunging region [99]. The plunging region can be optically thick
and produce reflection photons, but its density is so low that the gas is highly ion-
ized: as a result, the reflection process is dominated by Compton scattering and the
reflection spectrum looks like a power law without emission lines, so it does not
affect the analysis of the reflection features and, in turn, the estimate of the model
parameters [99, 35].

An effect completely ignored in current reflection analysis to test the Kerr hy-
pothesis is the returning radiation, namely the radiation emitted by the disk and re-
turning to the disk because of the strong light bending near a black hole [102]. Such
a radiation clearly alters the original emissivity profile produced by the corona [41].
However, if we fit the emissivity with a broken power law or a twice broken power
law, we should simply find the total emissivity profile rather than the original one
produced by the illumination of the corona, with no impact on the measurements
of the parameters. The reflection spectrum produced by the returning radiation is
somewhat different from that produced by the direct radiation from the corona,
since the returning radiation has a reflection spectrum and the direct radiation from
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the corona has a power law spectrum. However, the difference should be normally
small because, apart the fluorescent emission lines and the Compton hump, even the
reflection spectrum can be approximated well by a power law spectrum [41].

1.7 Concluding remarks

This chapter has reviewed the state-of-the-art of tests of General Relativity in the
strong field regime with X-ray data of astrophysical black holes. As shown in
Fig. 1.13, X-ray reflection spectroscopy can provide quite stringent tests of the Kerr
hypothesis if compared with other methods and, as discussed in Section 1.6, these
constraints are robust if we select suitable sources and observations. As of now, most
efforts have been focused on testing the Kerr hypothesis. However, X-ray reflection
spectroscopy can test even geodesic motion and the atomic physics in strong gravi-
tational fields, which are not easily accessible to gravitational wave tests even in the
future.

For the next few years, we cannot expect to significantly improve the current X-
ray constraints in Fig. 1.13, as these are limited by the quality of the available X-ray
data. The next generation of X-ray observatories, starting from the Sino-European
mission eXTP currently scheduled to be launched in 2027 [139], will provide un-
precedented high-quality X-ray data. For that time, we have to further develop our
current reflection models in order to reduce the systematic uncertainties related to
the astrophysical set-up. For the future, we can also expect that other X-ray tech-
niques will be able to provide interesting constraints on General Relativity, like the
analysis of QPOs or X-ray reverberation mapping. For X-ray images of accreting
black holes suitable to test General Relativity, we will probably have to wait for at
least a few decades.
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