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In this study, we investigate the impact of modified gravity on the merger rate of compact binaries within
dark-matter spikes surrounding super-massive black holes (SMBHs). Specifically, we calculate binary merger
rates involving primordial black holes (PBHs) and/or neutron stars (NSs) in Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity and the
normal branch of Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (nDGP) gravity, with three SMBH mass functions, Benson, Vika,
and Shankar. The results show consistently higher merger rates predicted for PBH-PBH and PBH-NS binaries
in these gravity models compared to general relativity (GR), in particular at lower SMBH masses and for steeper
dark-matter spike density profiles. The predicted merger rates are compared to the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK)
observations to constrain the parameters of the theory. In particular we find steeper dark-matter spike density
profiles in the modified gravity scenarios compared to GR. When compared to current observational constraints
on PBH abundance, the mass ranges allowed by Hu-Sawicki f(R) models are found to be wider than by nDGP
models, for given merger rates. The results are highly dependent on the choice of SMBH mass function, with
Vika and Shankar mass functions predicting lower abundances. The considerable sensitivity of the results
on the assumed gravity scenario and SMBH mass function demonstrates the necessity of incorporating the
corresponding theoretical uncertainties in making relatively robust predictions on compact binary merger rates
and, as a result on PBH properties.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational waves (GWs) have revolutionized our under-
standing of the Universe, offering unprecedented insights into
cosmological and astrophysical phenomena. Since the direct
detection by the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) observatories,
GWs have unveiled the dynamical Universe through events
such as compact binary mergers [1–5]. These detections pri-
marily fall into three categories: binary black holes (BBHs),
black hole-neutron star (BH-NS) binaries, and binary neutron
stars (BNSs). Notably, the majority of the GW events detected
are BBH mergers, with masses ranging in (10-100)M⊙ [6–8].
Although several studies have discussed the origins of these
BHs, their origin is a subject of ongoing debate [9–13]. They
might have originated from the collapse of massive stars via
various channels or be primordial black holes (PBHs) formed
in the early Universe, e.g., through the collapse of primordial
density fluctuations. Distinguishing between these formation
pathways is crucial for comprehending the processes of BH
formation and the conditions of the early Universe. The hy-
pothesis that many of the BHs detected by the LVK collabo-
ration are primordial has gained attraction, supported by cos-
mological theories that suggest PBHs form from significant
density peaks exceeding a critical threshold, see, e.g., [14–
23].

Nonetheless, due to potential uncertainties regarding the
contribution of PBHs to these merger events, careful consider-
ation is warranted. For example, an analysis of the GW cata-
log suggests that astrophysical formation models may greatly
influence the proportion of PBHs within this subpopulation
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[24]. Additionally, it is crucial to acknowledge that other
formation theories might also be compatible with the merg-
ers detected by LVK detectors [25]. Primordial black holes
are notable for their diverse mass range and are considered
potential candidates for dark matter [26–30]. Nevertheless,
other potential candidates for dark matter are under serious
discussion, see, e.g., [31–37]. This aspect integrates them
into the broader cosmological models where dark sectors are
pivotal, see, e.g., [38–46]. Recent advancements in obser-
vational methods have been instrumental in constraining the
abundance of PBHs across different mass ranges, providing
valuable data on the early Universe at smaller scales [47, 48].
This adds another layer to our understanding of the cosmolog-
ical significance of PBHs.

Black holes can also form binary systems with NSs in dense
environments like star clusters, active galactic nuclei, and cen-
tral regions of dark-matter halos. These BH-NS mergers emit
GWs and electromagnetic signals, offering valuable data for
multimessenger astronomy [49, 50]. During mergers, the mat-
ter of NS is typically accreted by the BH, producing a lu-
minous event. Gravitational wave detectors can provide in-
sights into the NS nuclear equation of state, and BH accre-
tion processes. Gravitational wave observations of two such
mergers revealed component masses of (8.9+1.2

−1.5, 1.9
+0.3
−0.2)M⊙

and (5.7+1.8
−2.1, 1.5

+0.7
−0.3)M⊙ [51]. Despite uncertainties in the

formation and merging processes of BH-NS binaries, further
study of their evolution is promising.

Substantial evidence supports the existence of supermas-
sive black holes (SMBHs) at the centers of galactic halos
[52–55]. This is drawn from observing the Keplerian veloc-
ity dispersion of stars in the innermost regions of these ha-
los [56]. Central SMBHs are believed to enhance the density
of nearby dark-matter particles. It is suggested that a dense
region, termed the dark-matter spike, forms around a central
SMBH if it evolves adiabatically from an initial power-law
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cusp [57]. The high dark-matter density within these spikes
might imply a significant number density of PBHs. The struc-
ture of these spikes is influenced by the growth of the SMBH
and the dark-matter halo model. The merger rate of compact
binaries within dark-matter spikes has been examined through
the lens of GR in several studies [58–60].

In recent years, due to various theoretical challenges and
observational tensions faced by GR [e.g., see 39, 40], mod-
ified theories of gravity have been proposed [61–63]. These
theories incorporate additional screening mechanisms to sat-
isfy observational criteria in extensively tested high-density
environments and matching the expansion history [64, 65].
The Chameleon and Vainshtein effects are two of the most
frequently studied mechanisms in this context [66, 67].

Among modified gravity theories, the Hu-Sawicki f(R)
model [68] and the normal branch of Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati
(nDGP) model [69] have garnered significant attention due to
their ability to provide viable modifications to GR. These the-
ories introduce additional degrees of freedom that can poten-
tially account for observed cosmic acceleration without the
need for a cosmological constant [70–72]. The Hu-Sawicki
f(R) model modifies the Ricci scalar R in the Einstein-
Hilbert action, introducing a scalar degree of freedom known
as the scalaron, which can drive the late-time acceleration
of the Universe. The primary advantage of the Hu-Sawicki
model lies in its ability to reproduce the expansion history
of the Universe while remaining consistent with solar system
tests through the Chameleon mechanism. This mechanism
ensures that deviations from GR are minimal in high-density
regions, thereby passing stringent local gravity tests [73–75].
On the other hand, the nDGP model, a braneworld gravity sce-
nario, modifies GR by embedding the four-dimensional Uni-
verse within a higher-dimensional space, naturally incorporat-
ing self-acceleration and eliminating the need for a dark en-
ergy component. The additional graviton modes in the nDGP
model contribute to the accelerated expansion observed in the
Universe without conflicting with local gravity constraints.
These theories extend the landscape of possible modifica-
tions to gravity, providing alternative explanations that can be
tested against observational data. Here, an important question
emerges: what do modified gravity models predict about the
merger rate of compact binaries within dark-matter spikes?

In this work, we propose to study the merger rates of com-
pact binaries in dark-matter spikes, utilizing Hu-Sawicki f(R)
and nDGP modified gravity theories. By comparing these re-
sults with those obtained from GR, we aim to enhance our un-
derstanding of how modified gravity theories impact the dy-
namics of compact binaries within dark-matter spikes. The
structure of this work is organized as follows: In Sec. II, we
describe the theoretical foundations of the modified gravity
models. Next, in Sec. III, we present a suitable model for
dark-matter spikes, discussing essential parameters such as
the spike density profile, the SMBH mass function, and the
concentration parameter. Then, in Sec. IV, we focus on cal-
culating the merger rate of compact binaries in dark-matter
spikes using modified gravity models and comparing these re-
sults with those obtained from GR. Additionally, we compare
our findings with data from the LVK detectors to constrain

the power-law index. We also compare the predictions of our
analysis with observational data on the abundance of PBHs.
Finally, in Sec. V, we review the results and summarize the
conclusions.

II. MODIFIED GRAVITY MODELS

In this section, we introduce two pivotal models prevalent
in the modified gravity (MG) literature: the Hu-Sawicki f(R)
model and the nDGP model. These models exemplify the
screening mechanisms known as the Chameleon and Vain-
shtein classes.

II.1. Hu-Sawicki f(R) Model

The Hu-Sawicki f(R) model incorporates a non-linear
modification function, denoted as f(R), into the traditional
Einstein-Hilbert action [68]:

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
R+ f(R)

2κ
+ Lm

]
, (1)

where R is the Ricci scalar, κ is the Einstein gravitational
constant, g is the metric determinant, and Lm is the matter
Lagrangian. By setting f = −2Λ, where Λ represents a cos-
mological constant, GR can be restored.

By applying a conformal transformation, Eq. (1) can be re-
formulated into a scalar-tensor theory involving the scalaron,
denoted as fR ≡ df(R)/dR. The scalaron represents the
degree of freedom introduced by MG. Choosing an appropri-
ate functional form for f(R) is essential to facilitate cosmic
acceleration in the late-time Universe while adhering to the
constraints imposed by solar system tests [76]. A class of bro-
ken power-law models, known as the Hu-Sawicki model, ef-
fectively addresses these requirements [68]. The Hu-Sawicki
model is described as follows:

fR = −m2 c1(R/m2)n

c2(R/m2)n + 1
, (2)

where m2 = κρ̄m0/3 represents the characteristic mass scale,
and ρ̄m0 denotes the present-day background matter density.
The parameters c1, c2, and n > 0 are dimensionless free pa-
rameters that must be chosen carefully to reproduce the expan-
sion history and pass solar-system tests using the chameleon
mechanism.

It is important to maintain the stability of the solution in
high-density regions, where R ≫ m2. Additionally, cos-
mological experiments based on the f(R) model should be
consistent with those based on GR. To meet this criterion,
fRR = d2f/dR2 > 0 must hold. Thus, the Hu-Sawicki
model can be expanded as follows:

lim
m2/R→0

f(R) ≈ −c1
c2

m2 +
c1
c22

m2

(
m2

R

)n

. (3)

Although the Hu-Sawicki model does not include an actual
cosmological constant, it exhibits features similar to a cos-
mological constant in both large-scale and local experiments.
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Furthermore, the finite value of c1/c2 results in a constant cur-
vature that remains unaffected by changes in matter density.
As a result, a class of models can be formulated that accel-
erates the expansion of the Universe, mirroring the behavior
observed in the standard model of cosmology. Therefore, re-
lation (3) can be rewritten as:

f(R) ≈ −c1
c2

m2 − fR0

n

R̄n+1
0

Rn
, (4)

where R̄0 denotes the present-day background curvature, and
fR0 ≡ fR(R̄0) is the field strength. Note that if |fR0| → 0,
one can obtain (c1/c2)m

2 = 2κρ̄Λ, where ρ̄Λ represents
the inferred background energy density attributed to dark en-
ergy. Cosmological and solar-system tests have constrained
the field strength fR0 [77]. Various values of |fR0|, ranging
from 10−4 to 10−8, have been investigated in the literature
[78]. In our study, we focus on the Hu-Sawicki model with
n = 1 and |fR0| = 10−4, 10−5, and 10−6, denoted as f4, f5,
and f6, respectively.

II.2. nDGP Model

The normal branch Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (nDGP)
model of gravity is a modified gravity theory proposed
in [69]. The nDGP model envisions the Universe as
a four-dimensional brane embedded in a five-dimensional
Minkowski space. The action comprises two terms:

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
R

2κ
+ Lm

]
+

∫
d5x

√
−g5

R5

2κ5rc
, (5)

where R5, g5, and κ5 are the Ricci scalar, metric determinant,
and Einstein gravitational constant of the fifth dimension, re-
spectively. Moreover, rc = (κ5/2κ) is the crossover distance,
representing the scale below which GR is effective in a four-
dimensional framework. For scales larger than rc, the second
term in the action is no longer insignificant, leading to devia-
tions from GR.

The general DGP model consists of two branches: the
“normal” branch (nDGP), and the “self-accelerating” branch
(sDGP). We focus on the former due to its freedom from ghost
instabilities [79]. At larger scales, gravity strengthens, while
at smaller scales, gravity behaves like GR due to Vainshtein
screening. Consequently, the nDGP model can be explored
to replicate the ΛCDM expansion history. This approach is
promising due to extensive prior simulations. In this case,
the sole adjustable parameter to be constrained is n = H0rc
(where H0 denotes the Hubble constant), with values between
1 and 5 being thoroughly investigated. Note that GR is recov-
ered if n → ∞, corresponding to a steep gradient of gravita-
tional force in Vainshtein screening. Numerous studies have
explored the nDGP model’s implications for structure forma-
tion and cosmology through numerical simulations and obser-
vational data comparisons. This work examines three values
of n = 1, 2, and 5, referred to as nDGP(1), nDGP(2), and
nDGP(5), respectively.

III. DARK-MATTER SPIKE MODEL

In this section, we present a theoretical framework to de-
scribe the structural and statistical characteristics of dark-
matter spikes, enabling us to calculate the merger rate of com-
pact binaries in these regions.

III.1. The density profile

In cosmological perturbation theory, dark matter halos are
recognized as nonlinear structures that form hierarchically
and are distributed throughout the Universe due to the col-
lapse of linear cosmological fluctuations. Indirect observa-
tions, such as the rotation curves of galaxies, suggest that dark
matter particles are not uniformly distributed within galactic
halos. This observation is particularly relevant for supermas-
sive black holes (SMBHs) located at galactic centers. While
ordinary black holes may form from stellar collapse, the for-
mation of SMBHs at high redshifts challenges standard as-
trophysical scenarios. It is hypothesized that the mass of an
SMBH is correlated with the mass of its host dark matter
halo, indicating a coevolution of SMBHs and their host ha-
los [52, 80]. Self-interacting dark matter halo models predict
that early SMBH seeds may form through the gravothermal
catastrophe [81–83]. As a result, an SMBH is expected to be
surrounded by a dense spike of dark matter at the center of the
galactic halo.

Assuming MSMBH is the mass of the SMBH at the galactic
center, the halo density profile can be expressed as ρ(r) ≃
ρ0(r0/r)

γ , where ρ0 and r0 are characteristic parameters of
the halo, and γ is the power-law index. Numerical simulations
for dark matter suggest that for the power-law index we have
0.9 < γ < 1.2 [84, 85]. However, baryonic matter collapsing
into a baryonic disk can result in steeper power-law indices
[86, 87]. For instance, in the central regions of the Milky
Way, the power-law index is estimated to be around γ ∼ 1.6
[88]. Based on this, the radius of the dark-matter spike can be
described by the following relation [57]:

rsp = aγr0

(
MSMBH

ρ0r30

)1/(3−γ)

, (6)

where aγ is determined numerically for each power-law index
γ.

The density profile of the dark-matter spike for r in the
range of 4rs < r < rsp is given by [57, 58]:

ρsp(r) = ρ0

(
r0
rsp

)γ (
1− 4rs

r

)3 (rsp
r

)γsp

, (7)

where γsp = (9 − 2γ)/(4 − γ) and rs is the Schwarzschild
radius of the SMBH,

rs =
2GMSMBH

c2
≃ 2.95 km

(
MSMBH

M⊙

)
. (8)

Here G is the gravitational constant and c is the speed of light
in vacuum. Numerical simulations and analytical approaches
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FIG. 1. Comparison between the NFW density profile and the
density profile of a dark-matter spike characterized by indices γ =
0.5, 1.0, 1.5, and 2, surrounding a SMBH with a mass of MSMBH =
106M⊙.

show that the density profile at small radii follows a power-
law [85, 89, 90]. In this study, we consider γ in the range
0 < γ ≤ 2. To describe dark matter distribution in galactic
halos, the Navarro, Frenk, and White (NFW) profile is often
used [91], described by:

ρNFW(r) =
ρ0

(r/r0) (1 + r/r0)
2 . (9)

In Fig. 1, we have demonstrated the variation in the behav-
ior of the dark-matter spike density profile compared to the
NFW profile, given a SMBH mass of MSMBH = 106M⊙, and
various values for γ. The figure reveals that the density profile
within the dark-matter spike is considerably higher than that
of the NFW profile. This observation highlights the interest
in calculating the merger rate of compact binaries in dark-
matter spikes. Moreover, it is crucial to recognize that the
radius r = rsp(γ,MSMBH) delineates the area within which
the merger rate of compact objects should be computed, as
this is where the dark-matter spike profiles intersect the NFW
profile.

III.2. The MSMBH-σ Relation

Multiple lines of evidence suggest a close link between the
growth of SMBHs and the evolution of their host halos, e.g.,
[92–96]. It has been proposed that the mass of a SMBH is
strongly correlated with the velocity dispersion of dark matter
particles in a galactic halo, σ, known as the MSMBH-σ rela-
tion. This implies that the halo’s characteristic parameters, ρ0
and r0, can be related to MSMBH through this relation. A con-
venient form of the MSMBH-σ relation is given by [97, 98]:

log

(
MSMBH

M⊙

)
= a+ b log

( σ

200 kms−1

)
, (10)

where a and b are empirically determined. According to [99],
the values a = 8.12 ± 0.08 and b = 4.24 ± 0.41 provide
a reasonable fit for various types of galactic halos [100]. The
NFW profile is assumed to describe the density profile outside
the spike regions, i.e., r ≫ rsp, up to the virial radius rvir >
r0

1. Under these assumptions, the total mass enclosed within
a radius r is given by:

M(r) = 4πρ0r0

∫ r

0

r′dr′

(1 + r′/r0)
2 = 4πρ0r

3
0g(r/r0), (11)

where g(x) = ln(1 + x) − x/(1 + x). The contributions
of the dark-matter spike and the central SMBH are negligible
compared to the total mass of the dark matter halo. The con-
centration parameter, defined as C ≡ rvir/r0, determines the
central density of dark matter halos. Thus, the virial mass is:

Mvir = 4πρ0r
3
0g(C). (12)

Additionally, the maximum circular velocity of dark mat-
ter particles occurs at a distance rm = Cmr0 = 2.16 r0,
which is obtained from the maximum of M(r)/r. The one-
dimensional velocity dispersion of dark matter particles:

σ2 =
GM(Cmr0)

Cmr0
= 4πGρ0r

2
0

g(Cm)

Cm
. (13)

Thus, a relation between ρ0, r0, and MSMBH can be estab-
lished through Eqs. (10) and (13). According to N -body
simulations, the concentration parameter decreases with halo
mass and varies with redshift at a constant mass, e.g., [101–
104], consistent with the expected dynamics from dark mat-
ter halo evolution. In this study, we calculate the merger rate
of compact binaries in the present-time Universe by using the
concentration parameter from [104] for dark matter halo mod-
els in GR, the parameter derived from [105] for those in Hu-
Sawicki f(R) models, and the one obtained in [72] for those
in nDGP models.

III.3. The mass function of SMBHs

Understanding the growth and evolution of SMBHs is a
key challenge in extragalactic astronomy. The mass func-
tion of SMBHs offers crucial insights into their masses and
evolutionary patterns within galactic halos. Consequently,
the SMBH mass function serves as an invaluable tool for
studying the growth of SMBHs and testing theoretical mod-
els. Additionally, this mass function is pivotal for structuring
future surveys by providing predictions for the mass distri-
bution of SMBHs [106]. However, obtaining a precise mass
function for SMBHs is challenging, and current estimates in-
volve significant theoretical uncertainties, which can influence

1 The virial radius is defined as the radius enclosing a volume where the
average halo density reaches 200 to 500 times the critical density of the
Universe.
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the accuracy of merger rate calculations for compact bina-
ries in dark-matter spikes. A practical approach to address
these uncertainties is to compare results from various empiri-
cal SMBH mass functions.

In a study by [107], the Galactica code is used to analyze
a sample of 8839 SDSS galaxies. The main goal is to extrap-
olate the luminosity functions for spheroid and disc galaxies,
leading to the derivation of the following SMBH mass func-
tion:

ϕ(MSMBH) = 109
(
ϕ0M

α
SMBH

Mα+1
∗

)
exp

[
−
(
MSMBH

M∗

)β
]
,

(14)
which is now referred to as the Benson mass function. In
the above relation, α = −0.65, β = 0.6, ϕ0 = 2.9 ×
10−3 h3Mpc−3, and M∗ = 4.07× 107 h−2M⊙.

Similarly, in [108], a different mass function, referred to
as the Vika mass function, is derived for SMBHs using data
from the Millennium Galaxy Catalogue [109] for 1743 galax-
ies. This mass function is based on the empirical relation be-
tween SMBH mass and host spheroid luminosity, expressed
as:

ϕ(MSMBH) = ϕ∗

(
MSMBH

M∗

)α+1

exp

[
1−

(
MSMBH

M∗

)]
,

(15)
where log ϕ∗ = −3.15h3Mpc−3dex−1, log(M∗/M) =
8.71, and α = −1.20. This mass function is applicable for
masses in the range 106M⊙ < MSMBH < 1010M⊙.

Additionally, in [110], another mass function for SMBHs
is introduced, which will be called the Shankar mass func-
tion. This function is derived from the observed correlation
between SMBH mass and halo velocity dispersion, utilizing
both kinematic and photometric data. The Shankar mass func-
tion is formulated as:

ϕ(MSMBH) = ϕ∗

(
MSMBH

M∗

)α+1

exp

[
1−

(
MSMBH

M∗

)β
]
,

(16)
where ϕ∗ = 7.7 × 10−3 Mpc−3, M∗ = 6.4 × 107 M⊙, β =
0.49, and α = −1.11. This mass function is valid for the mass
range 106M⊙ ≤ MSMBH ≤ 5× 109M⊙.

IV. COMPACT BINARY MERGER RATE

In this section we focus on determining the merger rate
of compact binaries formed through dissipative two-body dy-
namical encounters. In these cases, the binaries are expected
to immediately emit gravitational radiation and merge. How-
ever, there are more complex formation mechanisms, such
as nondissipative three-body encounters, that can also result
in the formation of compact binaries. These typically lead
to the creation of wide binaries within dark matter halos,
whose binding energy is insufficient for immediate decay via
GW emission. Consequently, binaries formed through these
channels usually have a merger time longer than a Hubble
time [111] and are not detected by the LVK observatories.

Nonetheless, extremely dense regions like dark-matter spikes
may create conditions conducive to the formation of bina-
ries through three-body encounters, potentially increasing the
compact binary merger rate, which falls outside the scope of
this study.

Consider a scenario within a dark-matter spike where a
compact object with mass m1 encounters another with mass
m2 on a hyperbolic trajectory, with a relative velocity at large
separation of vrel = |v1 − v2|. During a two-body scattering
event, significant gravitational radiation is emitted at the peri-
astron rp. According to Keplerian mechanics, such a system
becomes gravitationally bound when the emitted gravitational
energy exceeds the system’s kinetic energy. Under these cir-
cumstances, the maximum value for the periastron can be cal-
culated as follows:

rmp =

[
85π

6
√
2

G7/2m1m2(m1 +m2)
3/2

c5v2rel

]2/7
. (17)

In the Newtonian limit, the impact parameter is related to the
periastron as:

b2(rp) =
2G(m1 +m2)rp

v2rel
+ r2p. (18)

In regions where dark-matter spikes are gravitationally active,
one can assume a strong gravitational focusing limit (rp ≪
b). This allows us to neglect perturbations from surrounding
compact objects on the formed binaries. Consequently, the
cross-section for binary formation can be expressed as:

ξ(m1,m2, vrel) = πb2(rmp) ≃
2πG(m1 +m2)rmp

v2rel
. (19)

When we substitute the expression for rmp into the cross-
section equation, we obtain:

ξ ≃ 2π

(
85π

6
√
2

)2/7
G2(m1 +m2)

10/7(m1m2)
2/7

c10/7v
18/7
rel

. (20)

The merger rate of compact binaries in each dark-matter
spike can be expressed as:

Nsp = 4π

∫ rsp

4rs

V(ρ,m1,m2)⟨ξvrel⟩ r2dr, (21)

where for the PBH-PBH events:

V =
1

2

[fPBH ρsp(r)]
2

m1m2
, (22)

and for the PBH-NS events:

V =

(
fPBH ρsp(r)

m1

)(
ρNS(r)

m2

)
. (23)

In these expressions, 0 < fPBH ≤ 1 denotes the fraction
of PBHs contributing to dark matter2, and the angle brack-
ets indicate an average over the relative velocity distribution

2 Eqs. (21)-(23) reveal that PBH-PBH binary merger rates are proportional to
f2
PBH, while PBH-NS event rates exhibit a linear relationship with fPBH.
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near the central SMBH. Additionally, ρNS(r) represents the
NS profile, defined in a spherically symmetric form as:

ρNS = ρ∗NS exp

(
− r

r∗NS

)
, (24)

where r∗NS and ρ∗NS are characteristic radius and density of
NSs, respectively, which must be determined. According to
[59], the total range for the characteristic radius is considered
to be r∗NS ≃ (0.01-0.1) r0. To compute the merger rate of
PBH-NS binaries in dark-matter spikes, we set the character-
istic radius of NSs as r∗NS ≃ 0.1 r0.

To accurately represent the characteristic density of NSs,
it is essential to normalize their distribution relative to their
estimated abundance within a typical galaxy. This normal-
ization process employs the time-independent variant of the
initial Salpeter stellar mass function, which is approximated
as χ(m∗) ∝ m−2.35

∗ . The fundamental premise is that stel-
lar objects with masses ranging from 8 to 20M⊙ culminate in
supernova events, subsequently forming NSs. Based on this
assumption, one can derive the number of NSs in a galaxy of
stellar mass M∗ through appropriate integration of the mass
function over the specified mass range

nNS = M∗

∫ mmax
∗

mmin
∗

χ(m∗)dm∗, (25)

where the stellar mass function χ(m∗)m∗ is normalized to
unity. To characterize the galactic stellar mass M∗, it is nec-
essary to establish the relation between stellar mass and halo
mass, denoted as M∗(Mhalo). This relation can be derived
from [112]. The analysis assumes that the highest concentra-
tion of NSs is located at the galactic halo center.

In the vicinity of the central SMBH, the relative velocity
is approximated using the circular velocity formula v(r) =√

GMSMBH/r at each radial distance within the dark-matter
spike. This approximation is justified by the negligible mass
of the dark-matter spike compared to the mass of central
SMBH. For PBH interactions, specific mass values are as-
signed: in PBH-PBH events, MPBH is set at 30 solar masses,
while in PBH-NS events, MPBH and MNS are fixed at 5 and
1.4 solar masses, respectively. As an initial assumption, we
also deem that PBHs constitute the entirety of dark matter,
i.e., fPBH = 1. However, we will discuss more realistic as-
sumptions for the abundance of PBHs later.

In Fig. 2, we have illustrated the merger rate of PBH-PBH
binaries within a single dark-matter spike as a function of
SMBH mass for various values of the power-law index γ. Our
calculations incorporate different models of Hu-Sawicki f(R)
and nDGP modified gravity and compare these results with
those obtained from GR. All models consistently indicate that
the merger rate of PBH-PBH binaries decreases as the mass
of the SMBH increases. As the mass of central SMBH in-
creases, the abundance of PBHs within the dark-matter spike
decreases. However, this reduction is partially offset by an
increase in the cross section. The modified gravity models
predict higher merger rates than GR, with more significant en-
hancements in models that deviate further from GR.

The upper panels reveal that the merger rate of PBH-PBH
binaries within each dark-matter spike is higher in all Hu-
Sawicki f(R) models compared to GR. This can be attributed
to the increased density distribution around central SMBHs, as
predicted by the Hu-Sawicki f(R) models. This enhancement
is reflected in an elevated concentration parameter within dark
matter halos, affecting the gravitational dynamics of dark-
matter spikes. Additionally, it is noted that the influence of
the field strength on the concentration parameter decreases
progressively from f4 to f6. The bottom panels show simi-
lar results, indicating that the PBH-PBH binary merger rate in
each dark-matter spike in nDGP models is significantly higher
than in GR. The enhancement of the merger rate is most pro-
nounced in the nDGP(1) model, followed by the nDGP(2)
model, and least in the nDGP(5) model.

The power-law index γ, characterizing the steepness of the
spike density profile, substantially impacts merger rates across
all gravitational models. As γ increases from 0.5 to 1.5, the
merger rate of PBH-PBH binaries rises by several orders of
magnitude. This significant enhancement underscores the crit-
ical role of the spike density profile in determining the merger
rate of compact binaries. Furthermore, the relative advan-
tage of modified gravity models over GR becomes more pro-
nounced at higher γ values, indicating that more voluminous
spikes can contain more PBH-PBH merger events. However,
the discrepancy between the results derived from Hu-Sawicki
f(R) and nDGP models and those obtained from GR becomes
more pronounced at lower γ values, aligning with theoretical
expectations. This phenomenon can be attributed to the fact
that both Hu-Sawicki f(R) and nDGP models predict higher
central densities in dark matter halos compared to the GR
model, leading to an elevated probability of PBH-PBH binary
mergers within these regions. The comparison between f(R)
and nDGP models reveals that both types of modified grav-
ity theories lead to similar qualitative effects on the merger
rate of PBH-PBH binaries, although the quantitative enhance-
ments differ.

In Fig. 3, we have presented the merger rate of PBH-NS
binaries per dark-matter spike as a function of SMBH mass,
comparing various Hu-Sawicki f(R) and nDGP models with
GR. A significant characteristic that sets these results apart
from the PBH-PBH scenario is the concave down shape of the
functions, which exhibit a maximum near the SMBH clumps
at MSMBH ≈ 107M⊙. This feature suggests a balance point
where opposing effects on the merger rate offset each other.
At lower SMBH masses, the increasing density of the dark-
matter spike likely enhances the merger rate, while at higher
masses, the expanded volume of the spike may dilute the den-
sity of potential merger events.

This characteristic can be attributed to the distribution of
NSs within nuclear star clusters [113], where object den-
sity peaks near the gravitational influence radius of central
SMBHs [114, 115]. Additionally, the hilltop value for the
PBH-NS binary merger rate corresponds well with the mass
of the Milky Way’s dark-matter spike, associated with its cen-
tral SMBH of approximately 107M⊙ [116]. Therefore, it can
be inferred that the highest event rate for PBH-NS binaries
occurs in dark-matter spikes within galactic halos.
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FIG. 2. The merger rate of PBH-PBH binaries per dark-matter spike as a function of SMBH mass for different gravitational models and
power-law indices γ. Top panels: Results for Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity models compared to GR. Bottom panels: Results for nDGP gravity
models compared to GR. From left to right: Merger rates calculated for γ = 0.5, 1.0, and 1.5, respectively.

As γ increases from 0.5 to 1.5, the merger rates rise dramat-
ically across all models, spanning several orders of magnitude.
This indicates the sensitivity of merger rates to the steepness
of the spike density profile. Physically, a higher γ implies a
higher concentration in dark matter distribution near the cen-
tral SMBH, leading to more frequent interactions and higher
merger rates.

Both the Hu-Sawicki f(R) and nDGP models consistently
predict higher merger rates than GR across all SMBH masses
and γ values. This enhancement is particularly noticeable at
lower γ values, suggesting that modified gravity effects are
more significant in regions with less steep dark matter profiles.
Among the Hu-Sawicki f(R) models, f4 shows the largest en-
hancement over GR, followed by f5 and f6. Similarly, for the
nDGP models, nDGP(1) exhibits the greatest increase, fol-
lowed by nDGP(2) and nDGP(5).

The superior performance of these generalized gravitational
models over GR in predicting higher merger rates can be at-
tributed to their prediction of higher central densities in dark
matter halos. This increased density facilitates more PBH-NS
interactions and subsequent mergers. The varying degrees of
enhancement among the models reflect their different devia-
tions from GR, with models deviating more strongly (e.g., f4
and nDGP(1)) showing larger increases in merger rates.

The cumulative merger rate of compact binaries is a key
quantity for LVK detectors. To determine the overall merger
rate of compact binaries per unit volume, it is necessary
to multiply the SMBH mass function, ϕ(MSMBH), with the
merger rate of compact binaries per spike, Nsp(MSMBH), and

integrate over the mass of SMBHs:

R =

∫ Mmax

Mmin

Nsp(MSMBH)ϕ(MSMBH)dMSMBH. (26)

As can be seen from Eqs. (14)-(16), the SMBH mass func-
tions exhibit a decreasing exponential term relative to SMBH
mass, indicating that Mmax can potentially have minimal im-
pact on the final result. Conversely, the abundance of smaller
central black holes in the Universe suggests that Mmin may
significantly influence the merger rate of compact binaries in
dark-matter spikes.

In Fig. 4, we have depicted the merger rate of PBH-PBH
binaries per unit volume as a function of SMBH mass. This
analysis spans various Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity models and
GR. The study elucidates the intricate interactions between
modified gravity theories and SMBH mass functions, high-
lighting the different effects on the PBH-PBH binary merger
rate. Across all models, the merger rate shows a declining
trend with increasing SMBH mass.

The top panels display results using the Benson mass func-
tion. For γ = 0.5, f4, f5, and f6 present the highest merger
rates across all masses, significantly exceeding GR predic-
tions, particularly at lower SMBH masses. As γ increases to
1.0 and 1.5, the decreasing trend in merger rates with increas-
ing SMBH mass intensifies, with all modified gravity models
showing higher merger rates compared to GR, while f4 re-
mains the most distinct. Notably, beyond MSMBH ≈ 108M⊙,
the merger rates begin to decrease more sharply.

The middle panels, utilizing the Vika mass function, reveal
a similar pattern but with generally higher merger rates than
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FIG. 3. Similar to Fig. 2 but for the PBH-NS binaries.

the Benson mass function. The f4 model consistently yields
the highest rates, followed by f5 and f6, with GR predicting
the lowest rates for γ = 0.5 and 1.0. For γ = 1.5, and smaller
SMBHs, f4, f5, and f6 produce nearly identical results. Never-
theless, for larger SMBHs, the reverse trend remains. This un-
derscores the significant influence of the mass function choice
on predicted merger rates, especially under modified gravity
theories.

The bottom panels illustrate results based on the Shankar
mass function, which predicts the highest merger rates com-
pared to the Vika and Benson mass functions. The hierar-
chical order among the models is consistent, with f4 showing
the highest rates and GR the lowest. However, the overall
trend indicates a more gradual decline in merger rates with
SMBH mass than the Vika function suggests. This implies
that the Shankar function, potentially reflecting a different
SMBH growth history or environment, moderates the influ-
ence of modified gravity on merger rates. For γ = 1.5, the f4,
f5, and f6 models yield approximately the same merger rates
at lower SMBH masses before diverging at higher masses.
The decreasing trend in merger rates with increasing SMBH
mass continues, with deviations from GR being more pro-
nounced at lower masses but diminishing as SMBH mass in-
creases.

In Fig. 5, we have exhibited a comprehensive analysis of the
merger rate of PBH-PBH binaries per unit volume as a func-
tion of SMBH mass, comparing various nDGP gravity mod-
els to GR across three SMBH mass functions and three values
of the power-law index γ. A significant distinction between
the nDGP models and the previously discussed Hu-Sawicki
f(R) models is that the nDGP models exhibit substantially
higher merger rates compared to GR at higher SMBH mass

ranges. This indicates that the nDGP gravity modifications ex-
ert a more enduring influence on merger rates across a broader
spectrum of SMBH masses. The PBH-PBH binary merger
rate with respect to SMBH mass follows a pattern similar to
that in Fig. 4. Initially, there is a declining trend as SMBH
mass increases; however, the merger rates begin to decrease
more sharply after MSMBH = 108M⊙.

In the top panels, utilizing the Benson mass function, all
nDGP models predict higher merger rates than GR, with
nDGP(1), nDGP(2), and nDGP(5) showing the most signif-
icant enhancements, respectively. The differences between
models become less pronounced as γ increases, and the rever-
sal trend at MSMBH = 108M⊙ is apparent. A higher γ value
indicates a steeper profile, meaning the dark matter density in-
creases more sharply near the SMBH. The plots demonstrate
that as γ increases, the merger rate also rises significantly.
This trend occurs because steeper density profiles generate
stronger gravitational potentials, enhancing the likelihood of
compact objects, such as PBHs and NSs, encountering each
other and merging. Thus, regions with high γ values facili-
tate more frequent mergers due to the increased density and
gravitational interactions within the dark-matter spikes.

The middle panels, employing the Vika mass function,
exhibit similar trends but with higher overall merger rates.
The distinction between nDGP models and GR is more pro-
nounced, particularly for lower SMBH masses. The rever-
sal point is consistent, but the subsequent increase in merger
rates is steeper compared to the Benson function results. The
nDGP(1) model consistently predicts the highest rates, fol-
lowed by nDGP(2) and nDGP(5), while GR forecasts the low-
est rates for γ = 0.5 and 1.0. When γ = 1.5, the nDGP mod-
els produce nearly identical outcomes for smaller SMBHs. In
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FIG. 4. The merger rate of PBH-PBH binaries per unit volume as a function of SMBH mass for different Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity models
compared to GR. Results are shown for three different SMBH mass functions and three values of the power-law index γ characterizing the
steepness of the dark-matter spike density profile. Top panels: Benson mass function; Middle panels: Vika mass function; Bottom panels:
Shankar mass function. From left to right, each column represents γ = 0.5, 1.0, and 1.5, respectively.

contrast, for larger SMBHs, the initial trend persists, with the
nDGP(1) model showing the highest rates.

The bottom panels, using the Shankar mass function, dis-
play the highest merger rates among all three mass functions.
The separation between nDGP models and GR is most evident
here. Furthermore, when considering the Shankar mass func-
tion, the slope of the merger rate concerning SMBH mass is
significantly steeper compared to the results derived from the
Vika and Benson mass functions.

In Fig. 6, we have indicated the merger rate of PBH-NS bi-
naries per unit volume as a function of SMBH mass for vari-
ous Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity models, compared to GR. The
results include three SMBH mass functions: Benson, Vika,
and Shankar, and three values of the power-law index γ, which
characterizes the steepness of the dark-matter spike density
profile. This comprehensive analysis aims to discern the im-
pact of different gravity models and SMBH mass functions on
the predicted merger rate of PBH-NS binaries.

In the top panels, using the Benson mass function, all Hu-
Sawicki f(R) models predict higher merger rates than GR
across the SMBH mass range. Among these models, f4 con-
sistently shows the highest rates, followed by f5 and f6. An
increase in γ from 0.5 to 1.5 results in a significant rise in
merger rates, indicating that the steepness of the dark-matter
spike greatly influences these rates. This trend underscores
the sensitivity of merger rates to the characteristics of the dark
matter density profile.

The middle panels, employing the Vika mass function, ex-
hibit similar trends but generally higher merger rates com-
pared to the Benson function, implying that the choice of
SMBH mass function significantly affects the predicted rates.
Various models of f(R) gravity diverge more from GR, es-
pecially at lower SMBH masses. This separation suggests
that modifications in gravity theories have a pronounced ef-
fect when combined with certain mass functions, impacting
the overall merger rate predictions.



10

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]
10 5

10 4

10 3

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Benson M.F. ( = 0.5)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]

10 3

10 2

10 1

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Benson M.F. ( = 1.0)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]
10 2

10 1

100

101

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Benson M.F. ( = 1.5)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]

10 4

10 3

10 2

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Vika M.F. ( = 0.5)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]
10 3

10 2

10 1

100

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Vika M.F. ( = 1.0)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]

10 1

100

101

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Vika M.F. ( = 1.5)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Shankar M.F. ( = 0.5)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]
10 3

10 2

10 1

100

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Shankar M.F. ( = 1.0)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

106 107 108 109

MSMBH[M ]
10 1

100

101

102

M
[G

pc
3 Y

r
1 ]

PBH-PBH - Shankar M.F. ( = 1.5)

nDGP(1) Model
nDGP(2) Model
nDGP(5) Model
GR Model

FIG. 5. Similar to Fig. 4 but for different nDGP gravity models.

The bottom panels, using the Shankar mass function,
demonstrate analogous trends but show the highest merger
rates among all three functions, highlighting the critical role
of SMBH mass function selection. The distinction between
f(R) models and GR is most pronounced here. This pat-
tern indicates that the variations in predicted merger rates are
highly dependent on the SMBH mass function, with certain
functions amplifying the effects of modified gravity models
more than others.

Across all panels, a consistent feature emerges: a peak in
the merger rate around MSMBH ≈ 107M⊙, suggesting an op-
timal SMBH mass for PBH-NS mergers due to a balance be-
tween the gravitational influence of the SMBH and the dark-
matter spike density. After this peak, the rates generally de-
cline with increasing SMBH mass.

In Fig. 7, we have displayed the merger rate of PBH-NS
binaries per unit volume as a function of SMBH mass for var-
ious nDGP gravity models, compared to GR.

The top panels utilize the Benson mass function. As the
power-law index γ increases from 0.5 to 1.5, the merger
rates rise significantly across all nDGP models and GR. This

demonstrates the strong dependence of merger rates on the
steepness of the dark-matter spike density profile. A higher
γ value indicates a steeper profile, resulting in a more pro-
nounced gravitational potential and enhanced likelihood of
compact object interactions and mergers within the dark-
matter spike. A consistent feature across these panels is the
presence of a peak in the merger rate around MSMBH ≈
107M⊙. This suggests an optimal SMBH mass range for
PBH-NS mergers, where the balance between the gravita-
tional influence of the SMBH and the dark-matter spike den-
sity is most favorable.

Comparing the nDGP models, the nDGP(1) model consis-
tently predicts the highest merger rates, followed by nDGP(2)
and nDGP(5), while GR forecasts the lowest rates. This hier-
archy is maintained across the different values of γ, indicating
that the nDGP(1) model, which deviates most strongly from
GR, enhances the merger rates the most. This can be attributed
to the nDGP(1) model’s prediction of higher central densities
in dark matter halos, facilitating more frequent PBH-NS inter-
actions and mergers.

The middle panels, employing the Vika mass function, ex-
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FIG. 6. The merger rate of PBH-NS binaries per unit volume as a function of SMBH mass for different Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity models
compared to GR. Results are presented for three different SMBH mass functions and three values of the power-law index γ characterizing the
steepness of the dark-matter spike density profile. Top panels: Benson mass function; Middle panels: Vika mass function; Bottom panels:
Shankar mass function. From left to right, each column represents γ = 0.5, 1.0, and 1.5, respectively.

hibit similar trends to the top panels but with generally higher
merger rates. The distinction between the nDGP models and
GR is more pronounced, especially at lower SMBH masses.
The peak around MSMBH ≈ 107M⊙ is consistent with the top
panels, but the subsequent decrease in merger rates is steeper
for the Vika function compared to the Benson function.

The bottom panels, using the Shankar mass function, dis-
play the highest merger rates among the three mass functions
considered. The separation between the nDGP models and
GR is most evident in this case, indicating that the choice
of SMBH mass function significantly impacts the predicted
merger rates. The slope of the merger rate decrease with in-
creasing SMBH mass is also the steepest for the Shankar func-
tion compared to the Benson and Vika functions.

Across all panels, the nDGP(1) model consistently predicts
the highest merger rates, followed by nDGP(2) and nDGP(5),
while GR forecasts the lowest rates. This hierarchy reflects
the varying degrees of deviation from GR in these modified
gravity models, with the nDGP(1) case exhibiting the most

significant enhancement in merger rates compared to the stan-
dard GR predictions. The deviations from GR are most pro-
nounced at lower SMBH masses and become negligible at
higher masses, suggesting that the influence of modified grav-
ity theories on PBH-NS merger rates diminishes as SMBH
mass increases.

In Fig. 8, we have demonstrated the cumulative merger rate
of PBH-PBH binaries as a function of the power-law index
γ, for different Hu-Sawicki f(R) and nDGP gravity models
compared to GR. The shaded gray bands represent the BH-
BH mergers estimated by the LVK detectors during the latest
observing run, i.e., (17.9− 44)Gpc−3yr−1 [8].

The top panels show this analysis for different Hu-Sawicki
f(R) gravity models in comparison with GR. As γ increases,
the divergence between the Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity models
and GR becomes less pronounced in terms of the merger rates.

In the left top panel, using the Benson mass function, the
merger rates for Hu-Sawicki f(R) models, f4, f5, and f6, re-
spectively, are significantly higher than the GR prediction, es-
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FIG. 7. Similar to Fig. 6 but for nDGP gravity models, i.e., nDGP(1), nDGP(2), nDGP(5).

pecially at lower values of γ around (0.6−1.5). In this range,
Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity models predict merger rates that are
several orders of magnitude higher than GR. However, as γ
increases further, the differences between the models start to
diminish. For γ values above 1.5, the Hu-Sawicki f(R) mod-
els converge closer to the GR predictions, indicating that the
impact of the modified gravity theories becomes less domi-
nant in regions with extremely steep dark matter density pro-
files. This trend indicates that the enhanced central densities
forecasted by f(R) models significantly contribute to the rise
in merger rates. As the volume of the dark-matter spike de-
creases (with lower values of γ), the gravitational dynamics
become increasingly governed by the high-density medium.
Conversely, when the spike profiles encompass a larger vol-
ume (higher values of γ), the relative influence of the underly-
ing Hu-Sawicki f(R) models diminishes. This inference can
be drawn by comparing the predictions of Hu-Sawicki f(R)
models and GR with the sensitivity range of the LVK detec-
tors, based on the merger rate of BH-BH binaries. Specifi-
cally, the predictions of Hu-Sawicki f(R) models in intervals
with lower values than GR align with the sensitivity range of

the LVK detectors.

The middle top panel uses the Vika mass function and
shows a similar trend, but with overall higher merger rates
compared to the Benson function. The separation between
the f(R) models and GR is more pronounced, particularly at
lower γ values. Again, the f4, f5, and f6 models predict the
higher merger rates than GR, respectively. It is important to
note that when incorporating the Vika mass function, the pre-
dictions of Hu-Sawicki f(R) models and GR for the merger
rate of PBH-PBH binaries, at smaller γ values compared to
the Benson mass function, fall within the compatibility range
of the LVK detectors.

In the right top panel, calculations were performed using
the Shankar mass function, yielding the highest merger rate
of PBH-PBH binaries among the three mass functions consid-
ered. The comparative process of these results is similar to
the previous two cases, owing to the compatibility of the pre-
diction models with the sensitivity range of theLVK detectors.
Consequently, when using the Shankar mass function, the pre-
dictions of Hu-Sawicki f(R) models and GR for the merger
rate of PBH-PBH binaries for lower γ values (compared to the
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FIG. 8. The cumulative merger rate of PBH-PBH binaries as a function of the power-law index γ for different gravitational models. Top
panels: Results for Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity models compared to GR. Bottom panels: Results for nDGP gravity models compared to GR.
From left to right: Merger rates calculated using the Benson, Vika, and Shankar SMBH mass functions, respectively. The shaded gray bands
represent the BH-BH mergers estimated by the LVK detectors during the latest observing run, i.e., (17.9-44)Gpc−3yr−1 [8].

previous two mass functions) fall within the sensitivity win-
dow of the LVK detectors.

The bottom panels of Fig. 8 present the cumulative merger
rate of PBH-PBH binaries as a function of γ, but this time
for different nDGP gravity models compared to GR. Similar
to the f(R) models, the divergence between the nDGP mod-
els and GR strengthens as γ decreases. However, compared
to the Hu-Sawicki f(R) models, the nDGP models exhibit a
lower ability to enhance the merger rate of PBH-PBH binaries
relative to GR, as illustrated in the bottom panels.

The left bottom panel, using the Benson mass function,
shows that nDGP models predict higher merger rates than
GR, with nDGP(1) exhibiting the most significant enhance-
ment, followed by nDGP(2) and nDGP(5). As γ increases,
the merger rate of PBH-PBH binnaries increase dramati-
cally, consistent with the trend observed in the top panels.
When compared to the sensitivity range of LVK detectors, the
merger rate predictions for PBH-PBH binaries derived from
nDGP models, across γ values lower than those in GR, fall
within the acceptable range.

The middle bottom panel, which employs the Vika mass
function, exhibits comparable trends but indicates an even
higher overall merger rate. The deviation of nDGP models
from GR is less pronounced than with the Benson mass func-
tion. The predicted merger rates of PBH-PBH binaries for
both gravitational models fall within a roughly similar range
of γ within the permitted regions of the LVK detector obser-
vations.

In the right bottom panel, the Shankar mass function yields

the highest merger rate of PBH-PBH binaries compared to the
other two mass functions. The differences between the nDGP
models and GR are negligible, particularly at higher values
of γ. Additionally, as with the scenario where the Vika mass
function is used, the predictions of the merger rate of PBH-
PBH binare from both gravitational models are nearly identi-
cal across the same range of γ within the sensitivity range of
LVK detectors.

Across all panels, the modified gravity models, both Hu-
Sawicki f(R) and nDGP, consistently predict higher merger
rates than GR, especially at lower γ values. This enhance-
ment can be attributed to the higher central densities in dark
matter halos predicted by these models, which facilitate more
frequent PBH-PBH interactions and mergers. As γ increases,
the divergence between the modified gravity theories and GR
becomes negligible, indicating that the enhanced central den-
sities play a more crucial role in driving up the merger rates
when the dark-matter spike has a more gradual slope (lower
γ’s). However, for very steep spike profiles (higher γ’s), the
gravitational dynamics become increasingly dominated by the
high-density environment, reducing the relative influence of
the underlying modified gravity.

Notwithstanding the comparative augmentation in merger
rates of PBH-NS binaries when considering Hu-Sawicki f(R)
and nDGP models relative to those derived from GR, the cal-
culated rates, which fall within the range of O(10−7− 10−9),
remain substantially disparate from the projected detection
window of LVK observatories for BH-NS binary mergers, es-
timated at (7.8-140)Gpc−3yr−1 [8].
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FIG. 9. The expected bounds on the fraction of PBHs as a function of their masses are shown, assuming the detection of approximately
O(1) event (solid lines) and approximately O(10) events (dashed lines) of PBH-PBH binaries within a comoving volume of 1Gpc3. These
calculations consider the Hu-Sawicki f(R) and nDGP models and incorporate the Benson, Vika, and Shankar mass functions. The power-law
index is set to be γ = 1.5. Observational constraints on PBH dark matter include: gravitational microlensing constraints from quasars (ML
Quasar) [117]; constraints from the disruption of wide binaries (WB) [118]; constraints from the disruption of ultra-faint dwarfs (UFD) [119];
X-ray constraints related to accreting PBHs (X-rayI) [120]; corresponding X-ray constraints in the Milky Way (X-rayII) [121]; and constraints
from modifications to the cosmic microwave background (CMB) spectrum due to accreting PBHs [122], which include particle dark matter
accretion and FIRAS data [123].

In Fig. 9, we have plotted the expected bounds on the frac-
tion of PBHs as a function of their masses, assuming the de-
tection of approximately one and ten PBH-PBH binary events
within a co-moving volume of 1Gpc3. In these calculations,
we have considered the Hu-Sawicki f(R) and nDGP models
and incorporated the Benson, Vika, and Shankar mass func-
tions. We have also set the power-law index to γ = 1.5, which
is close to the LVK sensitivity band in almost all models of
Fig. 8. For a convenient comparison, we have also provided
observational constraints on PBH dark matter, including grav-
itational microlensing constraints from quasars (ML Quasar),
constraints from the disruption of wide binaries (WB) and
ultra-faint dwarfs (UFD), X-ray constraints related to accret-
ing PBHs (X-rayI and X-rayII), and constraints from modi-
fications to the cosmic microwave background (CMB) spec-
trum. At first glance, Hu-Sawicki f(R) models predict PBH
abundances lower than nDGP models.

The left figure, using the Benson mass function, shows that
both the Hu-Sawicki f(R) and nDGP models predict bounds
on the fraction of PBHs that are tighter when O(1) event
can be detected by LVK detectors. The black and maroon
lines representing the predictions of these models lie below
many observational constraints, indicating that these predic-
tions suggest lower abundances of PBHs. Specifically, the
predicted lines lead to more stringent constraints than ML
Quasar, WB, UFD, and X-ray I for MPBH < 20M⊙, which is
fPBH ≤ 10−2. However, these models cannot overcome ob-
servational constraints on the fraction of PBHs when O(10)
events of PBH-PBH binaries are expected to be detected by
LVK detectors.

In the middle figure, with the Vika mass function, the pre-
dicted bounds on the fraction of PBHs are more stringent than
those obtained from the Benson mass function while main-
taining a similar trend, highlighting the prominent effect of the
Vika mass function in limiting the allowed parameter space
for PBHs. Theoretical predictions show that the constraints
derived from the f(R) and nDGP models can be more ro-

bust than most of the observational constraints provided if
one can expect to detect O(1) event by LVK detectors, i.e.,
fPBH ≤ 10−4 ∼ 10−3. On the other hand, the predictions of
f(R) models regarding the abundance of PBHs, with an ex-
pectation of detecting around O(10) merger events, also ap-
pear promising, i.e., fPBH ≤ 10−2. However, similar condi-
tions cannot be established for the predictions of nDGP mod-
els.

In the right figure, utilizing the Shankar mass function,
the most rigorous projected limitations are shown among
the three mass functions, encompassing both the f(R) and
nDGP models. These models anticipate PBH abundances
of approximately fPBH ≤ 10−6 ∼ 10−4 and fPBH ≤
10−5 ∼ 10−3, respectively, alongside expectations of detect-
ing O(1) and O(10) PBH-PBH events annually by LVK de-
tectors. These predictions significantly exceed observational
constraints, highlighting the robustness of the models.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we have investigated the merger rate of com-
pact binaries within dark-matter spikes surrounding SMBHs
in the context of two widely studied modified gravity models:
Hu-Sawicki f(R) gravity and the normal branch of Dvali-
Gabadadze-Porrati (nDGP) gravity. By employing three
SMBH mass functions, Benson, Vika, and Shankar—we have
examined how these modified gravity models and mass func-
tions influence the predicted merger rates of binaries involving
PBHs and/or NSs.

Our results show that both Hu-Sawicki f(R) and nDGP
models predict consistently higher merger rates for PBH-PBH
and PBH-NS binaries compared to GR. This enhancement is
particularly significant at lower SMBH masses and for lower
values of the power-law index. This suggests that modi-
fied gravity models may play a crucial role in environments
with high dark-matter densities, such as those surrounding
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SMBHs.
When comparing different SMBH mass functions, we have

found that the choice of mass function significantly affects
the predicted merger rates. Specifically, the Shankar and
Vika mass functions provide the lowest abundance of PBHs
across both modified gravity models. This highlights the im-
portance of accurately modeling the SMBH mass distribution
when studying the merger rates of compact binaries in dark-
matter spikes. We have shown that the structure of dark-matter
spikes, influenced by the growth of the SMBH and the dark-
matter halo model, is crucial in determining the merger rates
of compact binaries. The enhanced density of dark-matter par-
ticles within these spikes implies a significant number den-
sity of PBHs, which, under modified gravity models, leads to
higher merger rates than those predicted by GR.

Our results also demonstrate that the Hu-Sawicki f(R)
models generally predict a lower abundance of PBHs than
the nDGP models, especially when utilizing the Vika and
Shankar mass functions. This suggests that the Hu-Sawicki
f(R) models may be more effective in explaining the ob-
served merger rates and constraining the properties of dark-
matter spikes. We have found that the orders of enhancement
in the Hu-Sawicki f(R) models, i.e., f4, f5, f6, respectively,
relative to GR show the importance of the field strength fR0

in our analysis. Similarly, the nDGP models, i.e., nDGP(1),
nDGP(2), nDGP(5), respectively, indicate the importance of
the crossover distance rc, with higher orders of nDGP models
showing more significant deviations from GR.

Our findings confirm that the predictions for the merger rate
of PBH-PBH binaries under modified gravity models, espe-
cially at lower power-law index values than those predicted
by GR, fall within the sensitivity range of the LVK detectors.
This indicates that current and future GW observations could

potentially distinguish between GR and modified gravity sce-
narios by analyzing the merger rates of compact binaries in
these environments. Our analysis reveals that the observed
discrepancies in merger rates between GR and modified grav-
ity models underscore the necessity of incorporating modi-
fied gravity effects when studying compact binary mergers in
dark-matter spikes. This approach provides a more compre-
hensive understanding of the dynamics of these systems and
their implications for GW astronomy. Furthermore, our com-
parison with observational data on the abundance of PBHs and
those from the LVK detectors suggests that modified gravity
models can offer valuable insights into the formation and evo-
lution of compact binaries. This underscores the potential of
GW observations to test and constrain alternative theories of
gravity.

This analysis highlights the critical role of modified
gravity models in accurately predicting the merger rates of
compact binaries within dark-matter spikes. By carefully
selecting SMBH mass functions and considering the effects
of modified gravity, one can better understand the dynamics
of these systems and their implications for cosmology and
GW astronomy. Our findings pave the way for future research
to further explore the interplay between dark matter, SMBHs,
and modified gravity in shaping the merger rates of compact
binaries.
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