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Recently, a study on optical properties and shadow of quantum Schwarzschild black hole appeared
in [Ye et al., Phys. Lett. B 851, 138566, (2024)] for a fixed Barbero-Immirzi parameter γ. Following
the same approach, we considered its rotating counterpart which is precisely a deformed Kerr metric
in Loop Quantum Gravity. The deviation between the quantum-corrected Kerr and Kerr black holes
has been investigated by the analysis of horizon structure and null geodesics by assuming a fixed
value of γ. We have proved a theorem dealing with the location of unstable circular null orbits for
all metrics of this kind by incorporating the convexity of effective potential of the Kerr black hole.
The deviation between the shadows of the quantum-corrected and Kerr black holes has also been
studied, and lastly the shadow analysis is incorporated in comparison with the EHT results for M87*
and Sgr A* to precisely probe the quantity of deviation due to quantum correction. We have found
that the quantum correction significantly reduces the extremal spin value and hence the size of the
black hole as compared to Kerr black hole. Moreover, the unstable null orbits for quantum black
hole are always smaller than the unstable null orbits for Kerr black hole. Lastly, we found that the
quantum correction allows the deformed Kerr black hole to mimic Sgr A* with a higher probability
than the Kerr black hole. However, the quantum-corrected Kerr black hole barely mimics M87*.

I. INTRODUCTION

Soon after the foundation of General Relativity (GR),
Schwarzschild [1] proposed a black hole (BH) metric as
the pioneering solution of Einstein field equations in vac-
uum. However, this BH metric encompasses a spacetime
singularity, a region where all physical laws breakdown
and nothing can be explained [2]. Though, in classical
regime, GR is a well understood theory and may explain
various phenomena in gravitational physics. However, it
has failed to resolve the singularity problem. Penrose [3]
proposed that the spacetime singularity is inevitable, and
later, Hawking and Penrose [4] proposed the inevitability
of the singularity in Big Bang.

To resolve the singularity issue, various attempts have
been made over the years and thus one may expect a
quantum theory of gravity may resolve the issue. One
of the proposed theories for quantum gravity is loop
quantum gravity (LQG), characterized by its indepen-
dence from a fixed background and its non-perturbative
approach [5–9]. The theoretical and numerical aspects
of Loop Quantum Cosmology (LQC) have provided so-
lutions to the cosmological big-bang singularity [10–
14]. Some approaches to resolve the singularity of the
Schwarzschild BH involve quantization of its interior us-
ing techniques derived from LQG [15–22]. Moreover,
studies have explored the LQG corrections related to BH
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formation and gravitational collapse in different theoret-
ical models [23–27].

Recently, Lewandowski et al. [28] investigated grav-
itational collapse of a dust ball by incorporating quan-
tum effects from LQG, using a LQC framework. They
found that the collapse halts when the dust ball’s en-
ergy density reaches the Planck scale, causing the dust
to bounce instead of continuing to collapse. By matching
the metrics at the boundary between the collapsing dust
ball’s interior and exterior, they derived a LQG-corrected
vacuum metric for the external spacetime. During the
collapse phase, a quantum-correced Schwarzschild met-
ric appeared, while in the later bouncing phase, features
resembling a white hole emerged. This work highlights
how quantum gravity influences the behavior of collaps-
ing structures. A few months after this publication, Ye
et al. [29] studied the shadow and photon rings of this
quantum-corrected BH. He found that the LQG BH can
be distinguished from the Schwarzschild BH in terms of
shadow images in some illumination models. They as-
sumed the fixed value of the Barbero-Immirzi parameter
and hence the parameter α was not treated as a free pa-
rameter. Their findings were presented in comparison
with the results of Schwarzschild BH. Motivated by this,
assuming the fixed value of the Barbero-Immirzi parame-
ter, we will accomplished our analysis in comparison with
the results of Kerr BH for the rotating case.

In 2000, Falcke et al. [30] predicted the possibility
of imaging the BHs especially Sgr A*, which got veri-
fied by the discovery of images of the supermassive BH
M87* [31, 32] and Sgr A* [33, 34] by the Event Horizon
Telescope (EHT) that has opened up new avenues in BH
physics. These images comprise light rings and shadows
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of the BHs with nearly equal radii. A light ring is formed
by the trapping of light and appears as a glowing image
of radius greater than the event horizon. Whereas, the
shadow is not a physical entity, but a dark 2D silhouette
formed by the disappearing of photons from the sight of
an observer at infinity. Since then, many studies have
been accomplished to understand the shape and size of
the BH shadow in various different models and frame-
works, see Refs. [35–47]. The images of M87* and Sgr A*
provided the data which has been useful in testing var-
ious gravity theories by determining constraints on the
parameters associated with the theories, see Refs. [48–
65]. In particular, Islam et al. [52] investigated LQG by
using the EHT data for M87* and Sgr A*. They con-
sidered a rotating polymerized BHs in LQG which acts
as Kerr BH asymptotically. Using the shadow analysis,
the LQG parameter has been constrained and found that
a significant part of parametric spaces for one and two
horizon BHs is consistent with the EHT results for both
M87* and Sgr A*. Moreover, the EHT results for Sgr
A* also agree with the triple horizon BH, but not for the
M87*. Afrin et al. [53] investigated the LQG for the
results of M87* and Sgr A* by considering two rotating
LQG-inspired BHs and found that the upper bound for
LQG parameter obtained from the results of Sgr A* is
more precise than the upper bound from M87*.

Inspired by this kind of analysis, we consider the re-
cently developed rotating counterpart [66, 67] of the
quantum-corrected Schwarzschild BH [28], since the su-
permassive BHs are rotating in nature. Our major goal
is to test the LQG effects under the influence of Barbero-
Immirzi parameter, by comparing its shadow results with
the EHT data and for Kerr BH. In particular, we inves-
tigate the deviation of the quantum-corrected Kerr BH
from the classic Kerr BH via EHT results. The paper
is organized as: In Sect. II, we present a brief overview
of the quantum Oppenheimer-Snyder and Swiss-Cheese
models and the obtained static BH metric. Further, we
also present the rotating BH metric and discuss its hori-
zon structure. In Sect. III, we employ the dynamical
methods for the null geodesics, and effective potential
and shadows are studied in comparison with result of
Kerr BH. The Sect. IV comprises the constraints on the
spin of BH parameters in comparison with EHT data.
Lastly, in Sect. V, we present a brief conclusion and fu-
ture prospects. Note that, we consider G = ℏ = c = 1 in
our calculations, unless otherwise mentioned. Moreover,
the terms quantum BH, quantum Kerr BH, quantum-
corrected BH, deformed BH, deformed Kerr BH, BH in
LQG etc. refer to the same BH.

II. THE BLACK HOLE METRICS IN LOOP
QUANTUM GRAVITY

In this section, we review the basic concepts and the
development of the quantum-corrected BH Schwarzschild
metric and then we derive its rotating counterpart. In

Classical GR, the Oppenheimer-Snyder model [68] de-
scribes the collapse of dust matter surrounded by the uni-
verse described by the Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-
Walker metric. Since, the model describes the Big Bang
singularity, therefore, it was proposed to consider a Big
Bounce instead of the Big Bang [69]. It is also proposed
that quantum gravity can resolve the singularity prob-
lem, therefore, a Big Bounce is also supported by LQC
[12, 70, 71]. The bouncing model can be described by
Ashtekar-Pawlowski-Singh (APS) metric [12] given as

ds2APS = −dτ2 + a(τ)2dr̃2 + a(τ)2r̃2dΩ2
2, (1)

where, dΩ2
2 = dθ2 + sin2 θdϕ2 is the metric of a 2-

sphere and a(τ) satisfies a deformed Friedmann equation
in terms of Hubble parameter H given as

H2 :=

(
ȧ

a

)2

=
8πGρ

3

(
1− ρ

ρc

)
, (2)

such that the energy density of the collapsing dust ball is
given as ρ = 3M/

(
4πr̃30a

3
)
. The dot in Eq. (2) denotes

the differentiation with respect to the proper time τ .
Moreover, the critical energy density ρc causes the defor-
mation with a constant value equal to

√
3/

(
32π2γ3G2ℏ

)
.

Note that M is the mass of the dust ball with radius
a(τ)r̃0, γ is the Barbero-Immirzi parameter of LQG
[72, 73], whereas, G and ℏ are Newton’s and Planck’s con-
stants, respectively. The mass of the dust ball does not
vary due to the conservation of the energy-momentum
tensor. The classical regime corresponds to ρ ≪ ρc,
whereas, the energy density of the ball is never infinite for
which the APS metric does not exhibit any singularity.
Any particle inside the dust ball satisfies the inequality
0 ≤ r̃ ≤ r̃0.
The quantum Oppenheimer-Snyder (qOS) model is

given by the metric

ds2qOS = − (1− F (r)) dt2 +
dr2

1−G(r)
+ r2dΩ2

2. (3)

The interior region is described by the APS metric, and
the exterior one is depicted by qOS metric. The θ and
ϕ coordinates are same for both metrics, whereas, the
coordinates τ and r̃ in the ball are matched on to the
coordinates t and r in the exterior region. By reversing
these regions, a dust ball 0 ≤ r̃ ≤ r̃0 is removed from
the quantum universe described by the APS metric, now
describing the region r̃ ≥ r̃0. The empty bubble left
over is then filled by the qOS metric which is known as
quantum Swiss-Cheese (qSC) model. In this scenario,
the bubble contracts before the universe bounces, and it
is found that the horizon forms unless the bubble is of
the order of the Planck length.
In both cases, the dust interface r̃ = r̃0 is impor-

tant region in APS spacetime which is described in the
other spacetime with coordinates (t(τ), r(τ), θ, ϕ). By
smoothly matching the spacetimes on the interface so
that the coordinates (τ, r̃0, θ, ϕ) ∼ (t(τ), r(τ), θ, ϕ) gen-
erate the values of the functions F (r) and G(r). As a
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result, we get the deformed Schwarzschild metric given
by [28]

ds2qOS = −
(
1− 2M

r
+

αM2

r4

)
dt2

+

(
1− 2M

r
+

αM2

r4

)−1

dr2 + r2dΩ2
2, (4)

where, the quantum correction parameter α =
16

√
3πγ3l2p causes the deformation in the Schwarzschild

metric and lp =
√
Gℏ defines the Planck length. It is un-

derstood that the Barbero-Immirzi parameter has a fixed
value γ ≈ 0.2375 [72, 73] that gives a fixed value of the pa-
rameter α ≈ 1.1663 under the assumption ℏ = G = 1 = c
in natural units.

At the interface, the radius of the dust ball being
a(τ)r̃0 is equal to the radius r(τ) in the other space-
time, therefore, taking the derivative on both sides and
then squaring gives the value of G(r(τ)). Along the ra-
dial geodesic, when ṙ = 0, we have G(r) = 0 which gives
the lower bound of the radial coordinate, that is,

rb =

(
αM

2

) 1
3

. (5)

This implies that the radius of the dust surface a(τ)r̃0 ∈
[rb,∞) and thus r ≥ rb. The mass M of the dust ball
is now the mass of the quantum-corrected BH that has

a minimum value Mmin =
16γ

√
πγ

3 4√3
. Below this minimum

value of M , there exist no horizon, however, two horizons
exist for M > Mmin given as

r± =
ζ
(
1±

√
2ζ − 1

)√
α√

(1 + ζ) (1− ζ)
3

, (6)

where, ζ ∈ (1/2, 1) is arbitrary parameter such that

4αζ4 = M2
(
1− ζ2

)3
.

Recently, in Refs. [66, 67, 74, 75], the authors
have not considered the above-mentioned fixed value of
the Barbero-Immirzi parameter, but accomplished their
analyses by incorporating the variation of α. It is now
well understood that γ has a fixed value, therefore, the
minimum mass Mmin and the deformation parameter α
also have fixed values. Therefore, only M is the free pa-
rameter in the BH metric (4). The extra term with α
describes only the deviation in the quantum regime from
the Schwarzschild metric depending on M . Generally,
for each particular value of M , the deviation between
the LQG BH and the Schwarzschild BH is fixed due to
the fact that α has a fixed value and cannot be varied
around its prescribed value. Therefore, the studies men-
tioned above with variable α do not account for rigorous
and feasible analyses. Since, M > Mmin ≈ 0.8314 is a
valid limit for the BH mass, therefore, we considerM = 1
throughout this work to focus on other parameters.

The significance of studying rotating BHs can be high-
lighted through a comparison of their shadows with the

EHT data on supermassive BHs as they are predomi-
nantly rotating in nature. Thus, considering rotating
BHs allow us to establish a more accurate and rigorous
analysis. The rotating counterpart of the metric (4) can
be easily derived by employing a well-known modified
Newman-Janis algorithm [76, 77]. The rotating BH met-
ric in Boyer-Lindquist coordinates reads [66, 67]

ds2eff = −∆(r)− a2 sin2 θ

ρ2
dt2 +

ρ2

∆(r)
dr2 + ρ2dθ2

+

(
r2 + a2

)2
sin2 θ −∆(r)a2 sin4 θ

ρ2
dϕ2

−
2a sin2 θ

(
a2 + r2 −∆(r)

)
ρ2

dtdϕ, (7)

where,

∆(r) = r2 + a2 − 2Mr +
αM2

r2
, (8)

ρ2 = r2 + a2 cos2 θ, (9)

where, a is the spin parameter. Recently, this solution
also appeared in the arXiv submissions [66, 67], however,
they have treated the LQG parameter α as a variable
or free parameter. We know that a matter source cor-
responding to a static BH may get altered with some
additional sources due to the modified Newman-Janis al-
gorithm. Therefore, the new matter sources correspond-
ing to the rotating BH are often unknown. It was ver-
ified by Hansen and Yunes [78] for the case of modified
gravity. Consequently, the obtained metric may not be
exact rotating metric for its static counterpart. In this
context, one may also not be able to find the modifica-
tion in the source because of the unknown terms in the
action and the energy-momentum tensor. In our case,
the static metric was derived by considering the collapse
and matching conditions. Therefore, the action and field
equations being unknown, one cannot assess whether the
initially collapsing dust ball remains preserved or is al-
tered with some new sources. For this reason, we have
marked the metric (7) as an effective metric which encom-
passes the most probable properties of the exact rotating
metric. For instance, the metric (7) reduces to the metric
(4) when a = 0. By removing the quantum effects, the
metric (7) reduces to the Kerr metric, just as the metric
(4) reduces to Schwarzschild one. Moreover, the metric
function ∆(r) can be written as

∆(r) = ∆Kerr(r) +
αM2

r2
, (10)

which shows that the metric (7) is a deformed Kerr
BH metric with an additional quantum correction term.
We have mentioned that the parameter α has a fixed
value and we consider M = 1, thus, the only free pa-
rameter for the rotating metric is the spin a. Hence,
we can rigorously analyze the deviation of quantum-
corrected Kerr BH from the Kerr BH. Like the Kerr met-
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FIG. 1. Horizon structure of Kerr and deformed Kerr BHs
with respect to a for M = 1 and α ≈ 1.1663.

ric, the deformed Kerr BH metric also exhibits the time-
translational and rotational invariance isometries corre-
sponding to the Killing vector fields (∂t)

µ
and (∂ϕ)

µ
.

The last term in Eq. (10) has no dependence on a,
therefore, the horizon curve will be unique with a certain
deviation from the horizon curve of Kerr BH. It is gen-
erated numerically by solving the equation ∆(r) = 0 for
real and positive roots. A clear deviation in two curves
is shown in Fig. 1 in terms of horizon radii rh with re-
spect to a. It can be seen that the event horizon of the
deformed Kerr BH is smaller than the event horizon of
Kerr BH. While the Cauchy horizon of Kerr BH is signif-
icantly smaller than the event horizon of quantum Kerr
BH. Moreover, the extremal deformed Kerr BH has spin
∼0.4952 which is marginally less than half of the extremal
spin of Kerr BH.

III. UNSTABLE NULL ORBITS AND BLACK
HOLE SHADOW

The photons emerging from a bright source may get
trapped in unstable and stable circular null orbits in the
vicinity of a BH. Some of them in the unstable orbits
fall into the event horizon, while the rest scatter away
to the infinity. This is how the optical image of the BH
is formed, termed as shadow [79, 80]. These orbits are
characterized by an effective potential function. There-
fore, we derive the null geodesic equations to study the
effective potential and shadows of the Kerr BH in LQG,
in order to understand the influence of LQG on deformed
Kerr BH in terms of unstable orbits and optical images.
For the Kerr BH in LQG, the null geodesic equations can
be obtained by employing the Hamilton-Jacobi formalism
[81] which has been widely incorporated in the literature
over the years. One can also begin with the Lagrangian
or Hamiltonian methods, generating two constants of mo-
tion, the energy E and the angular momentum L along
with mass of the particle under motion. The geodesic

equations become completely integrable if we introduce
a fourth constant of motion. The separation of variables
arising in Hamilton-Jacobi formalism enables us to intro-
duce a constant known as the Carter constant [81]. We
consider the Hamilton-Jacobi equation

2∂τS = −gµν∂xµS∂xνS (11)

with the Jacobi action of the form

S =
1

2
m2

pτ − Et+ Lϕ+Ar(r) +Aθ(θ), (12)

where, τ being the proper time is considered as an affine
parameter and mp = 0 is the photon mass. The func-
tions Ar(r) and Aθ(θ) are arbitrary functions to be de-
termined. The constants E = −pt and L = pϕ can be
obtained from the relation pµ = gµν ẋ

ν . Ultimately, the
geodesic equations come out to be of the usual form as
for the Kerr metric given as [80]

ρ2ṫ =
r2 + a2

∆(r)

(
E
(
r2 + a2

)
− aL

)
+ a

(
L− aE sin2 θ

)
,

(13)

ρ2ṙ = ±
√
R(r), (14)

ρ2θ̇ = ±
√
Θ(θ), (15)

ρ2ϕ̇ =
a

∆(r)

(
E
(
r2 + a2

)
− aL

)
+

(
L csc2 θ − aE

)
,

(16)

where,

R(r) =
((
r2 + a2

)
E − aL

)2 −∆(r)
(
Z + (L− aE)2

)
,

(17)

Θ(θ) = Z + cos2 θ
(
a2E2 − L2 csc2 θ

)
, (18)

where, Z denotes the Carter constant. The functionR(r)
is of prime importance in studying the effective potential
and behavior of unstable orbits as it connects the radial
geodesic equation with the effective potential. In this
case, it can also be expressed as

R(r) = RKerr(r)−
α
(
Z + (L− aE)2

)
M2

r2
, (19)

where, the second term on right hand side of Eq. (19) is
the deviation factor of R(r) from RKerr(r). The devia-
tion in the metric function is fixed as it is independent
of free parameters, however, the deviation in R(r) is de-
pendent on a due to which it varies for each case of BH
spin. Note that the quantum correction does not affect
the function Θ(θ). The photon moving in a circular or-
bit is subjected to centripetal force to keep it in its orbit
with an opposing force called the centrifugal force. The
centrifugal force corresponds to a potential known as cen-
trifugal potential that together with real potential makes
up the effective potential. From the radial null geodesic
equation, it can be written in terms of effective potential
for Kerr BH for equatorial trajectories as

V eff(r) = V eff
Kerr(r) +

α
(
Z + (L− aE)2

)
M2

2r6
. (20)
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FIG. 2. Behavior of effective potential and unstable null orbits
for Kerr and deformed Kerr BHs for different values of a with
M = 1 and α ≈ 1.1663.

As in the case of R(r), the quantum correction term in
the effective potential also depends on spin a that causes
a variable deformation in the null orbits. This deviation
is generally in terms of either shrinking or expansion of
null orbits. However, depending on the type of spacetime
metric, the shape of deformation term in metric func-
tion and effective potential functions, we can determine
whether the null orbits shrink or expand. For a concrete
and robust result under certain assumptions, we establish
a theorem and present a simple proof to it as follows:

Theorem: Suppose a Kerr-like BH described by ∆(x) =

∆Kerr(x) + a1(x) with V eff(x) = V eff
Kerr(x) + a2(x) such

that a1(x) = b1x
p and a2(x) = b2x

q be decreasing func-
tions in an open interval I = (0, s) ⊆ R+, and b1, b2 be
positive real constants. If an unstable null orbit for Kerr
BH exists at a radial distance x0 ∈ I, then the unstable
null orbit corresponding to ∆(x) exists at some y0 ∈ I
such that y0 < x0.

Proof: To prove the theorem, we consider the convexity
of the effective potential functions. Given that the metric

function and the effective potential function for Kerr-like
BH can be decomposed into the metric function and the
effective potential function for Kerr BH with decreasing
functions a1(x) and a2(x), respectively. It implies that
the exponents p, q ∈ R− and the constants b1, b2 may
not contain any free parameter except for spin parameter
a. Now, if an unstable null circular orbit for Kerr BH
exists at a radial distance x0 ∈ I, then by definition,
the function V eff

Kerr(x) is concave at x0 which implies that
∂2
xV

eff
Kerr(x0) < 0 and ∂xV

eff
Kerr(x0) = 0. Since, a2(x) is

decreasing ∀ x ∈ I, therefore, ∂xV eff(x0) < 0. From this,
one of the following two possibilities must hold:

i) If V eff(x) is concave at y0, then ∃ y0 ∈ I such that
y0 < x0 and ∂xV

eff(y0) = 0.

ii) If V eff(x) is convex at y0, then ∃ y0 ∈ I such that
y0 > x0 and ∂xV

eff(y0) = 0.

We need to prove (i) to prove the theorem or else we must
show that (ii) does not hold. Suppose that (ii) holds,
then ∂xV

eff
Kerr(y0) > 0 but V eff

Kerr(x) must be decreasing at
y0 under the given statement. This gives a contradiction
which implies that (ii) does not hold and thus (i) holds
automatically. This proves the theorem that the unstable
null orbits shrink under the given assumptions. One may
point out that we have not proved the existence of y0 in
I. Since, the lower bound of the interval I is 0 and
y0 < x0, therefore, y0 ∈ I. We have also omitted the
case when y0 = x0 because b1, b2 ̸= 0. Moreover, there is
no restriction on the interval I as it may have multiple
extrema, however, the local maximum corresponding to
the unstable orbit is unique.

The result proved in the above theorem can be viewed
in Fig. 2 in terms of location of peaks of the curves.
That is, the unstable null orbits for quantum Kerr BH
are smaller than the unstable null orbits for Kerr BH for
all cases. Moreover, for each case of spin up to extremal
quantum Kerr BH, the difference between the sizes of un-
stable orbits for Kerr and quantum Kerr BHs increases,
which is specifically due to the presence of spin parame-
ter in the deviation term in Eq. (20). Furthermore, with
increase in spin, the unstable orbits of quantum and Kerr
BHs shrink.

The effective potential function governs the behav-
ior of timelike and null orbits around a BH. Whereas,
the types of these orbits, whether stable or unstable,
are determined mathematically by solving the equations
V eff(rp) = 0 = ∂rV

eff(rp) and then identifying the con-
cavity or convexity of the function as ∂2

rV
eff(rp) < 0 for

unstable orbits or ∂2
rV

eff(rp) > 0 for stable orbits. Since,
the photons are trapped in circular orbits and these or-
bits together in all orientations make up a sphere whose
radius is denoted by rp. On the surface of sphere, the
radial component of these photons satisfies the equation
r = constant. Therefore, we have ṙ = 0 = r̈ which is
equivalent to R(rp) = 0 = ∂rR(rp) by Eq. (14). Hence,
solving the equations for critical orbits in terms of effec-
tive potential is equivalent to solving in terms of R(r).



6

These equations give the values of impact parameters
ξ = L/E and η = Z/E2 as a function of arbitrary rp
given as

ξ(rp) = ξKerr(rp) +
2αM2rp (∆Kerr(rp) + rpΓ)

aΓ
(
αM2 − r3pΓ

) , (21)

η(rp) = ηKerr(rp) +
4αM2r3p

Γ2
(
αM2 − Γr3p

)2
[
2Γr3p(M − Γ)

− αM3 +
r2p(M − 2Γ)

[
M

(
αM − 3r2pΓ

)
+ Γr3p

]
a2

]
,

(22)

where, Γ = rp − M . For α = 0, the quantum correc-
tion terms in Eqs. (21) and (22) vanish, and the impact
parameters for Kerr BH are recovered. These impact
parameters then determine the celestial coordinates [82]

X(rp) = − lim
r→∞
θ→θ0

r2 sin θ
dϕ

dr
, Y (rp) = lim

r→∞
θ→θ0

r2
dθ

dr
(23)

to sketch a projective 2D image of the BH shadow, given
in the form

X(rp) = −ξ(rp) csc θ0, (24)

Y (rp) = ±
√
η(rp) + a2 cos2 θ0 − ξ2(rp) cot

2 θ0. (25)

The limits in Eq. (23) correspond to the radial and angu-
lar components of observer’s location. For an equatorial
observer, the celestial coordinates reduce to

X(rp) = −ξ(rp), Y (rp) = ±
√
η(rp). (26)

Since, the shadows are formed as circular contours and
often deformed for the rotating BH cases. Therefore, one
can assume the condition Y (rp) = 0 corresponding to
the extreme points on the shadow contour on the X-axis
of the celestial plane which ultimately correspond to the
extreme values of the interval [rmin

p , rmax
p ] for the photon

sphere. However, the photon sphere around a static BH
has a unique width which cannot be considered as a pa-
rameter. To deal with this, one can modify the impact
parameter η in the form ηm =

(
Z + (L− aE)2

)
/E2 and

consider ξ as the parameter. The extreme values of the
interval containing ξ are determined by solving the equa-
tion Θ(θ0) = 0. The celestial coordinates in Eq. (26) can
also be expressed as

X(rp) = XKerr(rp)−
2αM2rp (∆Kerr(rp) + rpΓ)

aΓ
(
αM2 − r3pΓ

) , (27)

Y (rp) = YKerr(rp)±
2αM2r3p

Γ2
√
ηKerr(rp)

(
αM2 − Γr3p

)2[
r2p(M − 2Γ)

[
M

(
αM − 3r2pΓ

)
+ Γr3p

]
a2

+ 2Γr3p(M − Γ)− αM3

]
∓ higher order terms,

(28)
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FIG. 3. Behavior of shadows for Kerr and deformed Kerr
BHs for different values of a with M = 1 and α ≈ 1.1663,
visualized by an equatorial observer at radial infinity.

which further reduce to the celestial coordinates for Kerr
BH under the limit α = 0. The extra terms on the right
hand side of Eqs. (27) and (28) describe the deviation of
shadow due to LQG effects from the shadow of Kerr BH.
The Y -coordinate in Eq. (28) is expressed in terms of an
alternating infinite series contributing to the deviation of
the shadow from the shadow of Kerr BH. To quantify this
deviation in the shadow, we plot some shadow contours
for a few cases of spin parameter values as given in Fig.
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FIG. 4. Comparison of shadow angular diameter θd for quan-
tum Kerr BH (dashed red curve) and Kerr BH (solid black
curves) with the EHT data for M87* (at inclination angle of
17◦) and Sgr A* (at inclination angle of 45◦) for the bounds
on spin a within 1-σ intervals.

3. From the difference of sizes of the quantum Kerr and
Kerr BHs for all cases, one can deduce that the quantum
Kerr BH will appear smaller to a visualizing observer at
infinity as compared to the Kerr BH. As the value of
spin parameter increases, the distortion starts appear-
ing in the shadows of quantum Kerr BH. That is, the
difference between the shadow contours on the left side
increases with increase in spin. It suggests that the spin
parameter influences the elongation of shadows for quan-
tum Kerr BH more than the Kerr BH up to a = 0.4952.
The third plot with three contours show a huge difference
between the shadows of quantum and Kerr BHs for their
respective extreme spin values. Therefore, one may not
expect to visualize a perfectly flattened shadow for ex-
treme LQG BH. Moreover, the deviation in shadow con-
tours for a = 0.4952 for both BHs can also be measured.
For smaller values of spin, both BHs are centered closer
to the origin and will certainly be centered at origin for
a = 0.

IV. COMPARISON WITH EHT DATA

In this section, we will explore the constraints on the
spin parameter a for both quantum and Kerr BHs, using
observational data from the EHT collaborations. These
observations, focusing on M87* and Sgr A*, will allow
us to determine the limits on the spin values of these
BHs. We will compare the constraints obtained for both

BHs to gain insights into how LQG might influence the
characteristics of the rotating BH, providing a deeper
understanding of the potential effects of quantum grav-
ity on BHs. To do this, we calculate the angular radii
of the shadows of both BHs to establish a comparative
analysis with the angular radii of M87* and Sgr A*. Cor-
responding to such a bound on the spin parameter, the
BH is considered to mimic either M87* or Sgr A* if the
angular diameter of BH shadow falls within 1-σ inter-
val. This study specifically examines rotating BHs, as
supermassive BHs are naturally expected to exhibit sig-
nificant rotational features due to their formation and
evolution processes. A coordinate-independent formal-
ism, commonly referred to as the Kumar-Ghosh method
[83, 84], is employed, where the shadow area is utilized
which is defined as

Ash = 2

∫ r+

r−

dxrY (r)∂rX(r). (29)

The values r+ and r− represent the size of the retrograde
and prograde stable circular orbits as measured from the
origin, respectively. Suppose that the separation between
the BH and observer is described by the linear distance
d, then the diameter of the BH shadow is measured as
[53, 85]

θd =
2

d

√
Ash

π
. (30)

By utilizing the relations (29) and (30), the angular di-
ameter of the BH shadow can be written in terms of
spin a, rp and θ0. For the comparison of the shadows,
the EHT data determines the distance d of Earth from
M87* and Sgr A*, the mass M and the shadow size θd
of M87* and Sgr A*. For M87*, we get d = 16.8Mpc,
M = 6.5 × 109M⊙ and θd = 42 ± 3µas [31, 86, 87].
Whereas, for Sgr A*, we get d = 8kpc, M = 4× 106M⊙
and θd = 48.7 ± 7µas [88, 89]. Here, M⊙ denotes the
solar mass, kpc and Mpc stand for kilo and mega parsec,
and µas stands for micro arcsec. For simplicity, we have
not considered uncertainties in the measurements of mass
and distance. The EHT conducted the observations at
the inclination angles of 17◦ for M87* and < 50◦ for Sgr
A*. Therefore, we will also consider the angles of 17◦ for
M87* and 45◦ for Sgr A* for the calculations of shadows.
The impact of LQG that deviates the deformed rotat-

ing BH from Kerr BH is obvious in Fig. 4. We have
plotted the shadow angular diameters of the Kerr and
quantum Kerr BHs with respect to spin a and compared
it with M87* and Sgr A*. The 1-σ uncertainty levels
are indicated by dark gray regions. For the comparison
with M87*, we found that the shadow diameter of Kerr
BH lies within 1-σ uncertainty level for 0 ≤ a ≲ 0.586,
while, for other values of a, the shadow diameter of Kerr
BH lies within 2-σ uncertainty level. The upper bound
of spin is denoted by amax ≈ 0.586 at which the transi-
tion of shadow diameter is observed from 1-σ level to 2-σ.
Therefore, the Kerr BH can be regarded identical with
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M87* for 0 ≤ a ≲ 0.586. However, the LQG BH does
not mimic M87* as its shadow diameter lies within 2-σ
uncertainty level for all values of spin which is a tremen-
dous impact of LQG on quantum Kerr BH. Generally, the
2-σ uncertainty level is also considered for the compari-
son, however, we ignore this region in order to reduce the
possibility of uncertainty. This essentially eliminates the
possibility for the LQG BH to behave like M87*. How-
ever, an entirely opposite impact of LQG is visualized
for the case of Sgr A*. The Kerr BH behaves identical
with Sgr A* for all values of spin as its shadow diameter
lies within 1-σ uncertainty level and θd approaches the
median value 48.7µas as a approaches its maximal value.
For the LQG BH, the shadow diameter also lies within
1-σ uncertainty level. However, under the influence of
LQG, the shadow diameter for LQG BH is closer to the
median value 48.7µas for each value of spin. Therefore,
one may regard the LQG BH to mimic Sgr A* for all val-
ues of spin which is more likely than the Kerr BH within
its interval of spin.

V. DISCUSSION

By a smooth matching of APS and qOS spacetimes
by identifying a set of suitable coordinate transforma-
tion, a deformed Schwarzschild BH in LQG is obtained
with a relatively weak extra term of order r−4 depending
on Barbero-Immirzi parameter γ [28]. During the col-
lapse of the dust ball, corresponding to a lower bound of
the radial coordinate, a lower bound on the mass of the
quantum Kerr BH is obtained. Below which, there ex-
ists no horizon for the LQG BH, whereas, a two horizon
system is obtained for all mass values above the min-
imum mass limit. Ye et al. [29] studied the shadows
of static LQG BH to determine the effect of LQG on the
Schwarzschild BH. They considered the fixed value of the
Barbero-Immirzi parameter and hence the parameter α.
They performed the analysis of their findings and pre-
sented it in comparison with the results of Schwarzschild
BH. Motivated by this, we considered the rotating coun-
terpart of the deformed Schwarzschild BH in LQG and
accomplished our analysis in comparison with the results
for Kerr BH.

The rotating BH metric (7) encompasses various fea-
tures of Kerr-like BH, especially the existence of time
translation and rotational invariance isometries. Addi-
tionally, on removing the spin, its exact static counter-
part is recovered, and on removing the quantum effects,
the rotating metric reduces to Kerr metric and the static
metric reduces to Schwarzschild metric. The parameter α
though appears as the LQG parameter in the BH metric,
however, it does not behave as a free parameter and has
a fixed value that cannot be varied. The metric function
of quantum Kerr BH is expressed in terms of the metric
function of Kerr BH for which the effect of LQG can be
observed in the Eq. (10) and from the Fig. 1. The Kerr
BH in LQG also exhibits two horizons, though the event

horizon being small as compared to the event horizon of
Kerr BH, reduces the size of BH due to LQG effects. Its
extreme spin value is also reduced to the half of extreme
spin of Kerr BH.

The function R(r) plays a vital role in particle orbits
and shadow analysis. Like the metric function, it is also
expressed in terms of the function corresponding to the
Kerr BH which generates an identical form of effective
potential as well. This form enables us to generalize the
location of unstable null orbits for such kind of metrics.
We proved a theorem based on convexity and the familiar
results of effective potential of Kerr BH, which ensures
that the unstable orbits for such a deformed Kerr BH
will be smaller than the unstable orbits for Kerr BH.
This result holds true only if the extra term in effective
potential function is decreasing function of r. The result
in this theorem is then verified numerically in the Fig.
2. The impact parameters and celestial coordinates for
quantum Kerr BH are also expressed in terms of the im-
pact parameters and celestial coordinates for Kerr BH.
The deviation terms in the celestial coordinates deter-
mine the deviation of shadow of quantum Kerr BH from
the shadow of Kerr BH. The LQG effects influences both
the size of the shadow and the distortion in it. Since, the
extreme spin for quantum Kerr BH is ∼0.4952, so the
ergosphere does not get enough strength to create a flat
shadow like the shadow of Kerr BH.

The astrophysical impact of LQG on quantum Kerr BH
is investigated through the comparison of the shadow size
for Kerr and quantum Kerr BHs with the size of M87*
and Sgr A*. Along with the images, the data from EHT
results enabled us to draw an analysis to determine the
constraints on the BH spin parameters and the influence
of LQG on it. The Kerr BH is defined for 0 ≤ a ≤ 1,
however, it becomes identical with M87* for 0 ≤ a ≤
0.586. Whereas, the effect of LQG on quantum Kerr BH
inhibits it to behave like M87* for all spin values. On the
other hand, both Kerr and quantum Kerr BHs mimic Sgr
A* for all spin values, however, due to LQG effects, the
quantum Kerr BH is more likely to mimic Sgr A* than
Kerr BH.

As a future project, one may investigate the effect of
LQG on the deflection of light in strong and weak regimes
of quantum Kerr BH. The study of BH evaporation rate,
Hawking radiation via tunneling process and Unruh ef-
fect would also be an intriguing analysis. Moreover, it
will be interesting to study the effect of LQG on the
quantum Kerr BH behaving as a particle accelerator.
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