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ABSTRACT

We study the capabilities of present and future radio very-long-baseline-interferometry arrays to
distinguish black holes from horizonless spacetimes. We consider an example of a horizonless spacetime,
obtained by overspinning a regular black hole. Its image is distinct from the image of a Kerr spacetime
due to a second set of photon rings interior to the shadow. These photon rings cannot be directly
resolved by present and even next-generation Event Horizon telescope arrays, but instead imprint
themselves in horizon-scale images as excess central brightness relative to that of a black hole. We
demonstrate that future arrays can detect such indirect imprints.

1. INTRODUCTION

Is M8T7* a black hole? In particular, does M87* have
a horizon? From a theoretical point of view, the distinc-
tion between a black hole and a horizonless object is a
binary one — the spacetime of a compact object is either
in one or the other category. However, no observable
directly encodes the presence of a horizon. Hence, one
must resort to more indirect inferences. From an obser-
vational point of view, the distinction is thus more grad-
ual: imperfections of the observatory, such as finite res-
olution, limited uv-coverage and finite sensitivity, cause
blurring, spurious features and limited dynamic range
(roughly the difference of brightest to dimmest image
features) in reconstructed images. However, with in-
creased array performance, the dynamic range increases,
allowing larger central brightness depressions to be de-
tected. This enables an improved distinction of horizon-
less objects and black holes (at least in the absence of
astrophysical foreground emission).

Within the uncertainties of the 2017 Event Horizon
Telescope (EHT) observation, the image (Collaboration
2019a,b,c,d,e,f) is compatible with a Kerr black hole and
exhibits a central brightness depression. However, the
dynamic range of the 2017 EHT observation is about 10,
limiting the confidence with which it can be claimed that
MS87* is indeed a black hole. Thus, it is paramount to
investigate (i) whether horizonless objects could show a
similar central brightness depression at 2017 EHT ca-
pabilities (see also Collaboration (2022) (for Sgr A*)
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and Vincent et al. (2021)) and (ii) quantify capabilities
to constrain horizonless objects with current and future
upgrades of the EHT array.

To explore these questions, we consider a specific
example of a horizonless spacetime. Its key charac-
teristic, namely additional image structures interior to
the shadow, are paradigmatic for a more general class
of horizonless spacetimes (Lamy et al. 2018; Rahaman
et al. 2021; Eichhorn et al. 2022; Guerrero et al. 2022;
Eichhorn & Held 2022). We generate simulated high-
resolution images of the spacetime illuminated by a sim-
ple accretion disk model. These high-resolution images
of horizonless objects differ from high-resolution images
of black holes in several key characteristics. Chief among
those are bright image features in the center. We use
the ehtim toolkit (Chael et al. 2018) to simulate how
different very-long baseline interferometry (VLBI) ar-
rays would reconstruct the image. This allows us to
determine in how far any given VLBI array can distin-
guish horizonless objects from black holes. In particu-
lar, we investigate how strongly the 2017 EHT obser-
vational campaign established the existence of a hori-
zon and whether future next-generation EHT (ngEHT)
campaigns will be able to distinguish horizonless objects
from Kerr black holes.

2. HORIZONLESS SPACETIME METRIC

We consider a spacetime given by the following line-
element in ingoing Kerr coordinates (u,r,x, @):
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mass parameter M is upgraded to a function of radius
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Herein, ¢pjanck is a new-physics scale, which may, but
need not be (even within quantum gravity theories) the
Planck length, see, e.g. Eichhorn et al. (2022). In the
limit fpjanck — 0, the line element (1) corresponds to
a Kerr black hole with asymptotic mass M and an-
gular momentum J = a M. Deviations from the Kerr
geometry are only sizable at (super-) Planckian curva-
ture scales. For a > acrie » M (1-4V3 05, o /M?) +
O(lp1aner)s Ea. (1) describes a horizonless spacetime.
This line element has several different possible interpre-
tations: (i) as a regular, horizonless spacetime based on
a locality-principle for new physics, as in Eichhorn &
Held (2021a,b), (ii) as a spacetime inspired by asymp-
totically safe quantum gravity, pioneered in Bonanno &
Reuter (2000) and reviewed in Eichhorn & Held (2022),
which is a black hole for a < a.i; and a wormhole for
a > Gerit, (ill) as a Planck-scale regularized, overspun
Kerr spacetime which corresponds to a wormhole ge-
ometry. Images of regular, overspun, horizonless space-
times have been explored previously, e.g., in Lamy et al.
(2018), with a comparison to EHT data in Vincent et al.
(2021); ngEHT capabilities have, to the best of our
knowledge, not been explored in this context yet.

For the present purposes, the interpretation of Eq. (1)
is irrelevant. We simply use it to sharpen the question,
what the central brightness depression in the image of
MS87* and the presence of a ring imply regarding the ex-
istence or non-existence of a horizon. Thus, we explore
the line element as a paradigmatic example of horizon-
less spacetimes with (i) a photon sphere, (ii) negligible
emission from within the central region, (iii) negligible
absorption in the central region. The last two prop-
erties may be challenged from an astrophysical point
of view: given that we are exploring a horizonless ob-
ject with an accretion disk, one would expect (current
and past) accretion which causes emission from within
and absorption in the central region. Based on this ex-
pectation, arguments have been advanced that rule out
horizonless spacetimes, see Broderick et al. (2015) (for
M87*) and Broderick et al. (2009); Broderick & Narayan
(2006) (for Sgr A*). Regarding these arguments, we dis-
cuss two caveats. First, the accreted matter is expected
to reach the center of the spacetime, where the interplay

of matter and spacetime within quantum gravity deter-
mines its ultimate fate. In the absence of an established
theory of quantum gravity and matter, the ultimate fate
of accreted matter and its absorption and emission pro-
files, are unknown. Second, if, e.g., Sgr A* was a hori-
zonless compact object, it must have an extremely low
accretion rate, because otherwise thermal emission from
the surface would be observable in the infrared (Brod-
erick & Narayan 2006). However, if the object is just
a fraction more compact than the Schwarzschild radius,
strong lensing leads to bouncing of photons on the hard
surface, reducing detectable radiation significantly (Lu
et al. 2017; Cardoso & Pani 2019; Carballo-Rubio et al.
2018).

For these reasons we perform a more astrophysics-
independent investigation, i.e., one that does not rely
on the assumptions — as reasonable as they may be — on
the accretion history of the source.

3. DISK MODEL

To test the observational distinguishability of this
spacetime from a Kerr black hole, we need to account for
the astrophysical environment, i.e., an accretion disk.
Instead of performing full GRMHD simulations®, we
work with a simple, non-dynamic emission model, which
approximates the time-averaged structure arising from
optically thin emission from an accretion disk, and inte-
grate the radiative transfer equation with finite emissiv-
ity and vanishing absorptivity along null geodesics ob-
tained by numerical ray tracing. We do not expect this
simple model to account for a realistic astrophysical en-
vironment, but we expect that such emission provides
a reasonable approximation to how spacetime features
are illuminated. The disk model is specified by a density
function, cf. (Broderick et al. 2021, Eq. (2)),
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The rotation of the disk is specified by the fluid velocity
u, =u(-1,0,0,1) in Boyer-Lindquist coordinates with a
polar angular momentum profile [ = R%?/(1+ R) (where
R =r/1-x2), and the normalization @ is chosen such
that w,ut = -1, cf. (Gold et al. 2020, Eq. (6-8)). The
exponential inner cutoff of the disk is set by the param-
eters 7yt (radial location) and w (sharpness): we choose
Tewt = 4M and w? = 1/12M 2. The large-distance falloff
is set by the power-law exponent a: we choose o = 3.
The disk height along the black-hole spin axis is set by

1 In the presence of new-physics effects in the spacetime metric,
one may also expect new-physics effects in the matter equations.
Accordingly, GRMHD simulations on top of a modified spacetime
metric may not give access to all observational imprints of new
physics.



hfr. Our choice of h = 0.1 crudely mimicks a time-
averaged accretion flow in which the gas is confined to
the near-equatorial regions as in magnetically arrested
(or choked) disks (McKinney et al. 2012; Narayan et al.
2003).

We focus on the observability of interior image struc-
tures forming in horizonless spacetimes (without signif-
icant surface emission). In principle, varying the pa-
rameters of the disk model is also a way to obtain an
estimate of astrophysical uncertainties, but we do not
pursue this here given the simplicity of the disk model
and the scope of this work.

4. SIMULATED IMAGE AND INNER PHOTON
RINGS

We use numerical ray tracing (see Held et al. (2019);
Eichhorn & Held (2021Db) for details of our ray-tracing
setup) to obtain a simulated image which constitutes
the prediction of the model (spacetime + disk) and is
distinct from an image of a Kerr black hole.

The distinctness lies in new lensing structures. These
appear in the image region which features the shadow,
i.e., a central brightness depression, in Kerr spacetime.
The new lensing structures form a second set of pho-
ton rings, cf. left panel in Fig. 1, see also Lamy et al.
(2018); Rahaman et al. (2021); Eichhorn et al. (2022);
Guerrero et al. (2022); Eichhorn & Held (2022). They
are built up by null geodesics which start at large radii,
approach the photon sphere from within and finally ar-
rive in the image plane. In the presence of a horizon,
those geodesics are intercepted by the horizon, such that
a black-hole shadow is generated. Just like for the outer
photon rings, the inner photon rings are labelled by
the number of times the geodesics pierce through the
equatorial plane. The low-n inner photon rings lie fur-
thest inwards (just like the low-n outer photon rings lie
furthest outwards), and high-n inner and outer photon
rings approach each other more and more closely.

In the following, we specify the inclination 6., =
177/180, as inferred from observations of the MS87
jet (Collaboration 2019e), and the BH spin parameter
a =1.01 M. Any value of a such that ac, < a $1.01M
will, for practical purposes, generate the same image,
because differences require extremely high resolution to
be visible. For values a 2 1.01 M, the interior image
structures become coarser and thus easier to resolve,
cf. Eichhorn & Held (2022). In this sense, we choose
those parameters, a and M, for which the image is least
distinct from that of a Kerr spacetime. The supercrit-
ical value of the spin parameter does not result in a
naked singularity, because the spacetime does not con-
tain a curvature singularity. Whether or not regular
black holes can be overspun by a physical process is a
matter of debate, see, e.g., Li & Bambi (2013a,b); Jiang
& Gao (2020); Yang et al. (2022) for studies, but cannot
be answered solely within GR.

3

We investigate how the simulated image would be re-
constructed by the EHT and how well it can be fit by
relevant geometric templates. Instead of fitting to EHT
data and varying the free parameters of our model (a, a,
h, Teut and w) to maximize fit quality, we work with an
example image that is sufficiently similar to the M87*
image reconstructed by the EHT collaboration (EHTC).
Apart from the similarity in terms of visual appearance
in the image domain, our model also exhibits similar
structures in the visibility amplitudes as a function of
baseline, see Fig. 2, and similar reconstructed features,
see Fig. 3. We consider it meaningful to demonstrate
how (for a given disk model) parameter inference im-
proves with array upgrades using the same method to
measure features in the reconstructed images as done
by the EHTC. In contrast, reproducing the astrophysics
necessary to explain the 2017 EHT data at all image
scales is not the point of this paper.

5. RECONSTRUCTED IMAGE

We use the ehtim toolkit (Chael et al. 2018) to sim-
ulate the image reconstruction for a horizonless object
located in M87 and observed by the 2017 EHT array
(Collaboration 2019b). We neglect polarization and nor-
malize the unpolarized intensity to the total image flux
observed in the 2017 EHT April 11th observation.

We fix the overall angular size of the image in the
observer’s sky, which corresponds to setting the mass
parameter M to a specific value. This uses the dis-
tance measurement of 16.8 + 0.8 Mpc (Blakeslee et al.
2009; Bird et al. 2010; Cantiello et al. 2018). To set
the mass, we use the VIDA toolkit (Tiede et al. 2022)
to fit a general-Gaufliian-ring (GGR) template (see be-
low) to the simulated image. We set units such that
the diameter of the resulting ring agrees with the ob-
served 42 + 3 pas (Collaboration 2019a). This results in
an asymptotic mass M which is consistent with mass
estimates from stellar dynamics Gebhardt et al. (2011).

The resulting reconstructed image is shown in the
right panel of Fig. 1. We report a fit value of x? ~ 0.86.
This refers to the image reconstruction algorithm, which
bases its x? on visibility amplitudes and closure phases
as in Collaboration (2019d). The finite EHT resolu-
tion and dynamic range result in significant differences
between the simulated image (left panel) and the recon-
structed image (right panel), as expected. Specifically,
a significant central brightness depression is present in
the latter and the inner photon rings are unresolved.
As a result, the reconstructed image shares many simi-
larities with the observed image of M87* in Collabora-
tion (2019a,d). A similar observation was made for the
wormbhole spacetime in Vincent et al. (2021).

As a next step, we go beyond the visual inspection and
quantify the similarity in the following. We compare the
visibility amplitude in the Fourier plane as a function of
distance in the Fourier plane (Juv|-distance) to that of
the 2017 EHT observing run of M87* on April 6th and
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We show the simulated image (left panel) and the reconstructed image (right panel) of a regular horizonless

spacetime with a = 1.01. The simulated image is obtained by numerical ray tracing. The reconstructed image is generated by
the ehtim toolkit Chael et al. (2018) based on the EHT 2017 array at an observing frequency of 230 GHz.
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Figure 2. Comparison of visibility amplitudes as a function
of |uv|-distance for the regular horizonless models with spin
a = 0.9M (green dots) and a = 1.01M (red crosses). Also
shown are the EHT measurements from 3601 (Apr 11th) and
3598 (Apr 6th) from the 2017 EHT data, with thermal error
bars (Collaboration 2019b,c). At horizon scales (Juv| > 3 G\)
the three cases are evidently quite similar, indicating that
the model images produce similar features in the VLBI data
as the actual measurements of M87. Larger scale structure
is instead sensitive to astrophysics we do not model here.

April 11th, see Fig. 2. We observe that on both days,
the data is in broad agreement with our simulated data
above |uv|-distances of about 3 GA. These large scales
in the Fourier plane correspond to small scales in the
image plane. The broad agreement confirms the visual
inspection: at small scales, where additional inner pho-
ton rings exist in the simulated image, the reconstructed
image closely resembles that of M87*. We further ob-

serve differences at smaller [uv|-distances, i.e., larger im-
age scales, in particular for those distances where M87*
exhibits variability as becomes clear by comparing April
6 to April 11. This variability is of astrophysical origin,
presumably due to dynamic jet emission structures seen
at A =3mm Kim et al. (2018) and A = lmm Arras et al.
(2020); Broderick et al. (2022); thus we expect that ei-
ther the present or an improved disk model would reach
better agreement with the data at these small uv scales
when disk parameters are varied. Our focus, however,
is on large uv-scales, where properties of the spacetime
dominate the image and which is therefore the relevant
region for our comparison. To highlight that the differ-
ence at small [uv|-distances originates not in spacetime
features, but in disk properties, we also show the case of
a Kerr black holes with a = 0.9M with our disk model.
It is in broad agreement with the EHT data and the
horizonless spacetime at large |uv|-distances, but shows
the same deviation from the EHT data at about 1.5 G\
that our horizonless spacetime does.

6. TEMPLATE-BASED COMPARISON BETWEEN
THE EHT IMAGE OF M87* AND THE
RECONSTRUCTED IMAGE

To quantitatively compare the reconstructed image of
the regular horizonless spacetime with the image ob-
served by the 2017 EHT observing run, we also perform
a variational image-domain analysis using the VIDA
toolkit (Tiede et al. 2022). VIDA compares a 2D im-
age intensity I(z,y) to a geometric template h(z,y)
and thereby reduces the image information to a small
set of template parameters. VIDA then optimizes the
template parameters such that the Bhattacharyya diver-
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Figure 3. We show the VIDA Tiede et al. (2022) fit of a GGR template (see main text) to (i) the M87" image observed by the
EHT on April 11 2017 (top panels) and to (ii) the reconstructed image of an overspun regular horizonless spacetime with spin
a =1.01 M (bottom panel). In each row, we show, from left to right, the ehtim-toolkit (Chael et al. 2018), reconstructed image
(obtained with the 2017 EHT array configuration); the optimized template; the comparison of the image cross-sections of the
reconstructed image (continuous) and the optimized GGR template (dashed); and a table of the optimized template parameters

and divergence.

gence’ (Bhattacharyya 1946)

D[I(I,y)\lh(xvy)]=—10gf\/f(ﬂf,y)h(ﬂf,y)dxdy (4)

between the image I and the template h is minimized.

We use a general-GauBian-ring (GGR) template which
suffices to extract the main image features of the ob-
served EHT image, cf. upper panels in Fig. 3. The GGR
template (Tiede et al. 2022) is given by

da(xmy; d077-7 ETaanyO)Q

202
(5)

Herein, dg(x,y; do, T, &7, %0, Yo ) is the minimum distance
of the respective image point at (z,y) to an ellipse cen-
tered on (zg,yp). The shape of the ellipse is param-

eterized by its mean diameter dy = 2v/ab, asymmetry

h(z,y)=S(z,y; s,ﬁs)exp[

2 VIDA uses both a Kullback-Leibler (Kullback & Leibler 1951)
and a Bhattacharyya (Bhattacharyya 1946) divergence. Both
result in very similar optimized template parameters. Thus, we
only report the results obtained by optimizing the Bhattacharyya
divergence.

7 =1-b/a (where a and b are the semi-major and semi-
minor axis), and position angle &, of the semi-major
axis (measured north of east). To account for a simple
intensity asymmetry, the template also includes a slash
function

S( 5 5,63) = 145 cos(p - &) ©)

where ¢ is the azimuthal image angle (again measured
north of east). Overall the GGR template has 8 param-
eters: two coordinates (xg,yo) that determine its center;
the mean diameter dy; the width o; the degree and ori-
entation (7,&;) of its asymmetry; and the degree and
orientation (s,&s) of its slash.

We fit the template to the M87* image from Collab-
oration (2019a). The GGR template suffices to encode
the relevant image features, as indicated by its small
optimized divergence Dop, mg7 = 0.017. Next, we fit
the template to our reconstructed image and find a low
optimized divergence Dgpt, horizonless = 0.006. Thus, the
GGR template also provides a very good fit to our recon-
structed image. However, unlike for the previous M87*
case, we do know that the underlying simulated image
contains additional structures that are fundamentally
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mismatched to the choices made in the template. The
good VIDA fit thus highlights that the 2017 EHT array
is not capable of resolving the non-Kerr-like image fea-
tures. Additionally, we find that most of the parameters
of the fit, with the exception of the asymmetry orienta-
tion, are similar for the image of M87* and our recon-
structed image. This supports our conclusion based on
comparing the visibility amplitudes in the Fourier do-
main.

Finally, the VIDA fit allows us to extract a quantitative
value for the central brightness depression of the images
using a consistent and well-defined procedure.

7. CENTRAL BRIGHTNESS DEPRESSION

We quantify whether one can tell apart the recon-
structed and the observed image by the central bright-
ness depression. We define the latter using the fitted
GGR template: the ring region R is defined as the set
of image points (x,y) which are at most 1o away from
the fitted ellipse, i.e.,

R = {(%9) € R2 : de(xay, d07T7€7‘7x07y0) < U} . (7)

The shadow region S is defined as the interior comple-
ment of the ring. Following Collaboration (2019f), we
quantify the brightness ratio as

~  minimum flux in §

fc = ) (8)

mean flux in R

evaluated on the reconstructed image (not the template
fit).
For the April 11 2017 M87* image (see upper panel in

Fig. 3 for the respective GGR template fit), we find a

brightness ratio of fc(M87*) =0.04 «< 1, i.e., a pronounced

brightness depression. This is similar to the brightness
ratios obtained in Collaboration (2019f) with other tem-
plates.

For the reconstructed image of the horizonless space-

time, we obtain a somewhat larger brightness ratio of

¢ (horizonless) _ 0.22, i.e

A , a less pronounced brightness

depression.

These comparisons are independent of the precise def-
inition of the brightness ratio: We vary the width of
the ring region R by replacing o - co in Eq. (7) with
¢ € (0.1,2). For any value of ¢ € (0.1,2), we find at
least a factor of 5 between the two brightness ratios.
Comparing to the EHT results is less straightforward,
because (i) geometric modeling is fundamentally dis-
tinct from image reconstruction and (ii) measurements
from reconstructions in Collaboration (2019d) did not
use a template-based approach. With that being said,
and in view of the combined modeling and observational
uncertainties, the brightness ratios are broadly consis-
tent with those reported in Collaboration (2019d,f).
Note also that we did not actually fit to the data which
would bring the flux ratios closer to the ones infered by
the EHT.

array configuration ‘ fe for 17 =1.01 ‘ fe for 17 =09
EHT 2017 (230 GHz) 0.216 0.070
EHT 2022 (230 GHz) 0.156 0.036
ngEHT (230 GHz) 0.159, 0.093* 0.010
ngEHT (230 GHz multifreq) 0.258 0.008
ngEHT (345 GHz multifreq) 0.256 0.006

Table 1. We tabulate the recovered brightness ratio fc
for a series of reconstructed observations with different array

configurations. See App. B for the value marked with *.

8. 2022 EHT ARRAY AND NEXT-GENERATION
EHT

Future VLBI arrays will benefit from (i) an increase in
the number of telescope locations to increase the cover-
age in the Fourier plane, (ii) increased resolution when
upgrading from 230 GHz to 345 GHz, and (iii) increased
dynamic range, and can thus provide evidence against
MS7* being a horizonless object.

We consider the 2022 EHT array, to which several
stations were added over those used in 2017. Further,
we explore the capabilities of a next-generation EHT.
We add 10 new telescopes to the 2022 EHT-array and
also explore the difference between an observation at
230 GHz and an observation that combines data at 230
GHz with data at 345 GHz. The location of the respec-
tive telescopes and their system equivalent flux density
(SEFD) at both observing frequencies is (along with
those of the 2017 and 2022 EHT array configuration)
given in Tab. 2 in App. A, see also Broderick (2021). We
use a spectral index « = 1.88, as in Algaba et al. (2021),
resulting in a significantly smaller flux at 345 GHz than
at 230 GHz.

We show the reconstructed images in Fig. 4, cf. Tab. 3
in App. A for the respective ehtim fit quality. The
increased resolution has two important effects: The
width of the ring shrinks for the ngEHT multifrequency
case compared to the EHT observation. Moreover, the
ngEHT (for the multifrequency case) is capable of de-
tecting inner structure: contourlines at low intensity are
concentric for the 2022 EHT array (left panel) and for
the single-frequency ngEHT array (middle panel), but
no longer concentric for the multifrequency ngEHT ar-
ray (right panel). Instead, the center of the multifre-
quency ngEHT image is no longer the darkest spot. We
conclude that the ngEHT is on the brink of being sen-
sitive to the inner structure of the image of the investi-
gated horizonless spacetime.

We again use a VIDA fit to the GGR template (see
Tab. 3 in App. A for the respective optimized diver-
gences) and calculate the brightness ratio, cf. Tab. 1,
where we compare to the brightness ratio of a Kerr
black hole (with spin a = 0.9 M) with the same disk
model. With increased dynamic range and resolution,
the brightness ratio decreases for the Kerr black hole and
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Figure 4. We show reconstructed images of the regular horizonless spacetime with spin a = 1.01M as observed by different

future array configurations and observing frequencies: The EHT 2022 array (10 telescopes operates at 230 GHz (left panel).

A potential ngEHT array configuration (20 telescopes) may observe at 230 GHz (middle panel) but may also use a combined

multifrequency observation at both 230 GHz and 345 GHz (right panel). We also show contour lines (thin white) to visualize

small intensity differences in the interior.

is a factor of 10 smaller for the ngEHT multifrequency
observation than for the EHT 2017 observation. In other
words, for a Kerr black hole, the brightness depression
is significantly more pronounced for the ngEHT than for
the EHT reconstruction. In contrast, for a horizonless
spacetime, there is no such trend; the central bright-
ness depression does not become more pronounced for
the ngEHT than for the EHT. As a consequence, the
difference in central brightness depression between Kerr
and horizonless spacetime is at least one order of mag-
nitude for the ngEHT case. Under the assumption that
both the model and the observational uncertainty on the
brightness ratio decrease by an order of magnitude (such
as the brightness ratio itself does between the 2017 EHT
array and ngEHT array), the central brightness depres-
sion of a horizonless object and the Kerr spacetime differ
with high significance.

Therefore, if the ngEHT detects a significantly lower
brightness ratio, i.e., less pronounced brightness depres-
sion than the 2017 EHT configuration, an increasingly
strong case can be made against horizonless spacetimes.
Conversely, if the ngEHT does not detect a more pro-
nounced brightness depression, no strong conclusion can
be drawn, because the brightness depression can also be
reduced due to foreground emission (e.g., from a jet).
However, if the brightness depression is less pronounced
due to foreground emission, one would expect to detect
temporal variability over sufficiently long observational
timescales, because a jet is not always radiating at the
same intensity. In addition, it is evident from Fig. 4
and the values for the flux ratios reported in Tab. 1
that the central brightness depression is not capturing
all of the significantly recovered features present in the
reconstructed images for the future arrays. It must be
expected that more complex templates can support a
more sophisticated feature extraction that more effec-

tively characterizes features present in the reconstructed
images than we report here. Therefore, we conclude that
the prospects are promising for the ngEHT to better
constrain horizonless spacetimes of the type we consider
here. The use of two frequencies is particularly promis-
ing, because the multifrequency ngEHT reconstruction
is on the brink of resolving the inner structure of the
image of the horizonless spacetime, cf. Fig. 4.

9. OUTLOOK: RADIO-VLBI AT
SUPER-RESOLUTION SCALES

The extraction of image features is limited by the
diffraction limit ~ A/D (with A the observing frequency
and D the baseline). With ground-based VLBI and a
frequency of up to 345 GHz, the resolution is limited to
~10 pas and achieving higher resolution requires space-
based VLBI, with its technological challenges (Gurvits
et al. 2022) and larger budget requirements as well as
ecological costs. As an alternative, one can apply super-
resolution techniques to ground-based VLBI data.

A promising method (Broderick et al. 2020) faithfully
extracts the lowest order (n = 1) photon ring of a black
hole from model images obtained via ray-tracing and
synchrotron radiative transfer codes applied to GRMHD
simulation data. The technique involves a mix of an im-
age reconstruction plus a sharp ring model component
that can model source structure below the diffraction
limit, provided the signal-to-noise ratio is sufficiently
high. When applied to the simulated data from emis-
sion models in the regular horizonless spacetimes inves-
tigated here, one expects this technique to also recover
similarly sharp features allowing for stronger inferences
of spacetime properties. We leave these investigations
for future work.
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APPENDIX

ngEHT 230 GHz a=1.01
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Figure 5. We show the second reconstruction of the simu-
lated image by the ngEHT array at 230 GHz (see App. B).

A. TELESCOPE ARRAYS

We detail the array configurations used when apply-
ing the ehtim toolkit Chael et al. (2018) to reconstruct
observations of the simulated image (cf. left panel in
Fig. 1). The arrays are specified by a set of telescopes,
their geocentric coordinates and their system equivalent
flux density (SEFD) at 230 and 345 GHz, cf. Tab. 2.

We use three arrays: (i) the EHT 2017 array composed
of 8 telescopes (cf. AA, AP, AZ, JC, LM, PV, SM, and
SP in Tab. 2, but note that the location of the South
Pole Telescope (SP) prohibits any contributing baseline
to an M87* observation), (ii) the EHT 2022 array with
the previous 8 and 3 additional telescopes (cf. GL, PB,
and KP in Tab. 2), and a potential ngEHT array with
the previous 11 and 10 additional telescopes (cf. BA,
BR, CI, GB, OV, SG, CT, GR, HA, and NZ in Tab. 2).
For the EHT 2017 and the EHT 2022 configuration, we
reconstruct images at 230 GHz. For the ngEHT array,
we reconstruct single-frequency images at 230 GHz as
well as multifrequency images at 230 and 345 GHz.

In order to compare the central brightness depression
of black-hole (a = 0.9 M) and horizonless (a = 1.01 M)
spacetimes for each of the above four array configura-
tions, we repeat the analysis detailed in the main text
for the EHT 2017 array and the horizonless a = 1.01 M
spacetime. In Tab. 3, we provide the respective x? val-

“ Xgeo Ygeo deo “ SEFD230 | SEFD345
PV 5088968 -301682 3825016 330 3850
AZ —-1828796 | —-5054407 3427865 2850 17190
SM —-5464523 | —-2493147 2150612 1230 5730
LM -768714 | —5988542 2063276 110 2040
AA 2225061 | —5440057 | —2481681 40 250
SP 0 0 | -6359610 7510 25440
AP 2225040 | —-5441198 | —-2479303 1790 8880
JC -5464585 | —2493001 2150654 1190 5780
GL 541647 | —1388536 6180829 4350 14390
PB 4523999 468045 4460310 300 1410
KP -1994314 | -5037909 3357619 7430 44970

BA || -2352576 | —-4940331 3271508 16930 58500
BR || -2363000 | —4445000 3907000 15770 52160
CI 5311000 | —1725000 3075000 19410 76110
GB 5627890 1637767 | -2512493 14270 | 264200
OV || —2409598 | —4478348 3838607 15100 118890
SG 1832000 | -5034000 | -3455000 17570 63760
CcT 1569000 | -4559000 | -4163000 29580 167890
GR 1538000 | —2462000 | —5659000 71080 | 736630
HA 1521000 | -4417000 4327000 2740 66530
NZ || -4540000 719000 | —4409000 32040 191080

Table 2.
(Xgeo, Ygeos Zgeo) (in units of m) and the system equivalent
flux density (SEFD) at 230 and 345 GHz (in units of Jy).
The first 8 lines denote the EHT 2017 telescopes. The next
3 lines denote the telescopes added to the EHT 2022 array.
The final 10 lines denote a choice of telescopes tentatively
added to a future ngEHT array, cf. Broderick (2021).

We tabulate the geocentric coordinates

ues of the ehtim reconstruction and the optimized diver-
gence value for the fitted VIDA GGR template.

B. IMAGE RECONSTRUCTION AND VIDA FIT
AT 230 GHZ NGEHT

In addition to the central panel in Fig. 4, which is
reconstructed with x? = 0.98, and for which we obtain
a brightness ratio of fc = 0.156, a second image is re-
constructed with a very similar fit quality of x? = 0.97
but rather distinct image morphology, cf. Fig. 5. Evi-
dently, for this case, the likelihood surface is multimodal
and more difficult to traverse. The latter fit achieves a
slightly better fit quality by driving up the regularization



a array configuration ‘ Xghtim Dopt

1.01 | EHT 2017 (230 GHz) 0.92 0.007
EHT 2022 (230 GHz) 0.94 0.009
ngEHT (230 GHz) 0.98, 0.97* | 0.009, 0.012*
ngEHT (230 GHz multifreq) 0.99 0.012
ngEHT (345 GHz multifreq) 0.98 0.013

0.9 | EHT 2017 (230 GHz) 0.96 0.011
EHT 2022 (230 GHz) 0.94 0.018
ngEHT (230 GHz) 1.01 0.027
ngEHT (230 GHz multifreq) 0.99 0.028
ngEHT (345 GHz multifreq) 0.99 0.032

Table 3.
reconstruction (Xghtim) as well as the optimized divergence
value for the VIDA GGR template fit (Dopt) for all the dis-
cussed reconstructed observations and values of the spin pa-

We tabulate the x? value for the ehtim image

rameter a (in units of M). See App. B for the values marked
with *.
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term causing excessive smoothing to the reconstructed
image resulting in a ring with much larger width than in
the simulated image or any of the other reconstructions.
Here, we have the advantage of knowing the input simu-
lated image and can make this assertion. For an actual
observation, this situation would be difficult to assess.
In the interest of a conservative result, and for trans-
parency, we carry out the analysis for both fits includ-
ing the excessively smoother one. Using the optimized
VIDA GGR template (with Dgp = 0.012, see main text
for details) to quantify the central brightness depression,
we obtain a brightness ratio of f, = 0.093. Comparing
the two values of fc, obtained from the same simulated
image, but the two different reconstructions, we can es-
timate a lower bound on the error in fc for this given
array configuration, i.e., Afc ~ 0.06.
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