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ABSTRACT

We study spectra produced by weakly accreting black hole (BH) systems using the semi-analytic advection
dominated accretion flow (ADAF) model and the general-relativistic magentohydrodynamic (GRMHD) sim-
ulation. We find significant differences between these two approaches related to a wider spread of the flow
parameters as well as a much steeper radial distribution of the magnetic field in the latter. We apply these spec-
tral models to the broad-band spectral energy distribution (SED) of the nucleus of M87 galaxy. The standard
(in particular, one-dimensional) formulation of the ADAF model does not allow to explain it; previous claims
that this model reproduces the observed SED suffer from an inaccurate treatment of the Compton process. The
spectra based on GRMHD simulation are in a much better agreement with the observed data. In our GRMHD
model, in which we assumed the BH spin a = 0.9, bulk of radiation observed between the millimeter and the
X-ray range is produced in the disk area between 2 and 4 gravitational radii from the BH. In this solution, the
synchrotron component easily reproduces the spectral data between the millimeter and the UV range, and the
Compton component does not violate the X-rays constraints, for M < 0.01Mp/year and a relatively strong
magnetic field, with the plasma 3 ~ 1 in the region where radiation is produced. However, the Compton com-
ponent cannot explain the observed X-ray spectrum. Instead, the X-ray spectrum can be reproduced by a high
energy tail of the synchrotron spectrum if electrons have a hybrid energy distribution with a ~ 5% nonthermal
component.

Keywords: Active galactic nuclei — Radio cores — Low-luminosity active galactic nuclei — High energy astro-

physics — Astrophysical black holes — Accretion

1. INTRODUCTION

Accretion flows powering the black hole (BH) X-ray
binaries and active galactic nuclei (AGNs) occur in two
main forms. At high luminosities, = 1% of the Edding-
ton luminosity, they form optically thick disks, radiating
away ~ 10% of the rest-mass energy of accreting mat-
ter. At lower luminosities, the characteristic spectral fea-
tures of an optically thick material disappear and the radia-
tive efficiency drops significantly. The prevailing interpre-
tation of these low-luminosity BH systems invokes a tenu-
ous, two-temperature mode of accretion (Shapiro et al. 1976;
Narayan & Yi 1995; Abramowicz et al. 1996), commonly re-
ferred to as an advection-dominated accretion flow (ADAF).
The theory of these optically thin flows predicts that a cen-
tral black hole should be surrounded by a hot, magnetized
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plasma emitting considerable amounts of synchrotron radi-
ation. These predictions are markedly consistent with the
Event Horizon Telescope (EHT) images of M87* and Sgr A*
(Event Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al. 2019a, 2022),
in which the observed brightness at the EHT frequency, 230
GHz, can be naturally explained by synchrotron emission.
Also, the morphology seen in these images indicates that the
near-horizon region is directly observed without obscuration,
thus confirming the optical thinness of the radiating material.
Despite these theoretical and observational advances, we still
rather poorly understand the details of the physical mech-
anisms involved, or even whether the observed radiation is
produced in the accretion disk or in the inner jet. On the
theoretical side, a major source of uncertainty in the quanti-
tative predictions of the expected radiation is the lack of un-
derstanding of the physical processes involved in the transfer
of the dissipated energy to the plasma particles, and hence
how the plasma properties determine the heating efficiency
of the radiating particles and how many of them are acceler-
ated into a non-thermal population.
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Much work has gone into developing semi-analytical
ADAF models (e.g. Manmoto et al. 1997; Manmoto 2000;
Xie & Yuan 2012; Niedzwiecki et al. 2012; Nemmen et al.
2014), following the original formulation by Shapiro et al.
(1976) and Ichimaru (1977). These models typically involve
a detailed treatment of the energy balance of electrons, in-
cluding the relevant radiative cooling processes as well as ad-
vection of energy, compressive heating, and the phenomeno-
logical description of the heating efficiency (given by a pa-
rameter commonly denoted by §). The ADAF model has
been applied to many low luminosity BH systems, includ-
ing M87* and Sgr A* which, being one of the best-studied
AGNs emitting many orders of magnitude below the Edding-
ton limit, have been one of the primary targets for the appli-
cation of this model. In this work we revisit these models
and we note that some simplifications underlying the ana-
lytical descriptions (in particular, the neglect of the multidi-
mensional structure) are a major hindrance to the accurate
estimation of spectral formation in the studied objects.

Magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) simulations of accre-
tion driven by the magnetorotational instability (MRI;
Balbus & Hawley 1991, 1998) enable a more sophisticated
approach to studying flow dynamics and the involved MHD
processes. Magnetic fields play an important role in trans-
porting the angular momentum outwards, while the accre-
tion flow drags the magnetic field towards the BH horizon.
One of the key predictions of general-relativistic (GR) MHD
simulations is that the black hole spin must play a key role
in powering relativistic jets, while the poloidal magnetic
field loops are brought twisted by the frame-dragging ef-
fect (McKinney et al. 2012; Blandford et al. 2019). These
jets are directly observed in about 10% of active galax-
ies, and one of the most prominent cases is that in M87*
galaxy (Luetal. 2023). A powerful jet is obtained when
the magnetic flux on horizon overcomes the gravitational ex-
pulsion (Komissarov & McKinney 2007). However, when
the magnetic flux exceeds some threshold value, being a
function of the mass accretion rate, the backreaction of the
BH magnetosphere acts in the opposite way. The term
magnetically-arrested disk (MAD) has been introduced by
Tchekhovskoy et al. (2011) and is frequently used to describe
episodic modes of accretion, connected with flaring erup-
tions of magnetic flux and azimuthally distributed channels
of gas entering the black hole (cf. James et al. 2022). The
MAD accretion mode, observed in GRMHD simulations,
was in fact predicted already in the calculations based on
pseudo-Newtonian framework (Igumenshchev etal. 2003;
Igumenshchev 2008) which shown that the magnetic fields
are dynamically important and change the effectiveness of
magneto-rotational instability. In this mode, the gas is
pushed outward by magnetic tension, and the interchange

instability is the one which ultimately allows it to accrete
through the BH horizon.

While the GRMHD models provide a thorough description
of the flow structure, they typically neglect radiative cooling
processes, and the treatment of the thermodynamics of the
electrons is very cursory. A few radiative GRMHD simula-
tion were carried out with self-consistent evolution of two-
temperature plasma (e.g. Ryan et al. 2018; Chael et al. 2019)
and the results were found to be strongly dependent on the
assumptions concerning the electron heating. In most cases,
however, GRMHD simulations evolve a single fluid whose
internal energy is dominated by ions, while the temperature
of the emitting electrons remains unconstrained and is then
typically set manually for radiation calculations.

In this work we compare spectra predicted by the ADAF
and the GRMHD models for accretion rates relevant for
MS87*, using the radiative-transfer code of NiedZwiecki
(2005) and Niedzwiecki et al. (2012). Such a comparison
has never been made before. We then attempt to repro-
duce the broadband spectral energy distribution (SED) ob-
served in M87* using these spectral predictions. Specifi-
cally, we apply them to the radio to X-ray range data com-
piled by Prieto et al. (2016), and to the results of the quasi-
simultaneous multi-wavelength campaign in 2017, reported
by EHT MWL Science Working Group et al. (2021).

2. NOTATION

We use the usual dimensionless parameters, r = R/ R,
a = J/(cRgM) and 1n = M /Mgaq, where Ry = GM/c?
is the gravitational radius, J is the black hole angular mo-
mentum, MEdd = LEdd/(Ecz), Lgga = 47TGMmpC/0T,
and to define the Eddington rate we take the radiative effi-
ciency to be e = 0.1.

For M87%, we assume the distance of d = 16.7 Mpc
(Mei et al. 2007; Blakeslee et al. 2009), the source inclina-
tion, i.e. the viewing angle of the emitting region with respect
to the line of sight, of ¢ = 17° (corresponding to the angle be-
tween the approaching jet and the line of sight; Walker et al.
2018), and the black-hole mass of M = 6.5 x 10°Mg,
as adopted by the EHT Collaboration. This corresponds to
Mgqq = 148 M, year L.

The plasma /3 parameter is defined as the ratio of the gas
to magnetic pressure, 8 = PFgas / Prag, and the fraction of
accretion power used to directly heat electrons is denoted by
0. The number density is denoted by n and the electron and
ion temperature by 7, and T},.

3. ADAF MODELS FOR M87*

We first apply a semi-analytic ADAF model kerrflow
(Niedzwiecki et al. 2022). It strictly follows the standard
ADAF formalism, which is based on transonic solutions of
the hydrodynamical equations for the conservation of mass,



radial momentum, angular momentum, and separate energy
equations for ions and electrons, using the phenomenolog-
ical a-prescription for viscosity (e.g. Narayanetal. 1997;
Manmoto et al. 1997; Gammie & Popham 1998; Manmoto
2000). The hydrodynamic description underlying these so-
lutions is essentially one-dimensional, giving only the radial
distribution of the flow parameters (which turns out to be a
major oversimplification, as we find below). As in all ADAF
solutions, the plasma is assumed to be described by radius-
independent values of o and 3 parameters. Despite these
simplifications, the analytic ADAF models have an important
advantage of including a detailed description of the energy
balance of the electrons, including the relevant radiative cool-
ing processes (the synchrotron and bremsstrahlung emission
and their Comptonization), and are therefore a good starting
point for estimating the expected values of the electron tem-
perature. These models have been used extensively for the
description of black-hole systems and their comparison with
models based on MHD simulations can be valuable.

The kerrflow model improves on some computational
inaccuracies present in other similar models. The most
important one concerns the treatment of Comptonization,
for which kerrflow uses an accurate, GR Monte Carlo
simulations, whereas in other published models it is com-
puted using the approximate formulae of Coppi & Blandford
(1990). The Coppi & Blandford (1990) approximation, how-
ever, is only accurate at nonrelativistic temperatures (as
clearly stated in that paper) and underestimates the energy
increase in a scattering at large T.. Then, using it in ADAF
models, which are typically characterised by relativistic T,
results in inaccurate spectral predictions, to the extent de-
pendent on the model parameters. At 7 ~ 1073, when
the Comptonization spectrum has a power-law shape, the ap-
proximation gives a far too soft spectrum. At i < 1074,
when individual scattering orders are seen in the spectrum,
it strongly underestimates the energy at which the scattering
bumps are seen. Furthermore, all previous models (with a
notable exception of Li et al. 2009, referred to below) used
a non-GR description (in particular, pseudo-Newtonian po-
tential for hydrodynamics and neglect of GR transfer of ra-
diation), which fails in the region where most of the accre-
tion power is released and radiation is produced. In contrast,
kerrflow is fully GR.

The effect of these two shortcomings on the spectrum
is illustrated in Figure 1(a), where the kerrflow spec-
trum is compared with the one computed for the same pa-
rameters with a non-GR model riaf-sed (Nemmen et al.
2014). Both models predict very similar values of den-
sity and electron temperature (in riaf-sed, T is slightly
larger) and then the large difference in the position of the
scattering bumps seen in these spectra is entirely due to defi-
ciencies of the Coppi & Blandford (1990) approach applied
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in riaf-sed. The difference in the shape and ampliude of
the synchrotron peak is due to the neglect of both the pho-
ton advection by the BH and the GR redshiftin riaf-sed.
We note, in particular, that all previous attempts to explain
the M87* spectrum with ADAF models relied on fitting the
first scattering bump to the optical/UV data and the sec-
ond scattering bump to the X-ray data. The strong under-
prediction of the energies of these bumps by the applied
Coppi & Blandford (1990) approximation makes these fitting
attempts incorrect.

In its most general version, the ADAF model includes a
number of free parameters and exploring the full parameter
space is not feasible. We are most interested in estimating
the suitable values of 3, J and rin, therefore, we allowed these
parameters to vary, while keeping the others fixed. Specifi-
cally, we assumed the usual value of o = 0.3 (as discussed
by NiedZwiecki et al. 2022, there is a degeneracy between
«,  and 0). Furthermore, it has become customary to as-
sume a local accretion rate decreasing inward as a power-
law, . = Mout(/Tout ), at all radii down to the black-hole
horizon, typically with s ~ 0.5. However, assuming such a
m(r) profile in the inner flow may strongly affect the spec-
tral properties (cf. NiedZwiecki et al. 2022), whereas there is
no clear indication from MHD simulations that such a strong
mass loss should occur in the innermost region (and actu-
ally it was not found in the simulations considered in Section
4) as well as the observational evidence of winds in systems
with very low accretion rates concerns the radial scales of
r ~ 10* — 105, e.g. in M87* (Park et al. 2019), but not at
lower radii. Therefore, we assume that 772 is constant in the
region where the radiation is produced, i.e. we set s = O.
Then, we also assume a = 0.95, which value may be rele-
vant for a system with a powerful jet.

We found that it is not possible to reproduce the full SED
with the kerrflow model, therefore, we focused on mod-
eling the millimeter part. We considered 1 < 8 < 9 and
0.01 < ¢ < 0.5 and we found that the model best-matches
the millimeter data for 72 ~ 10~° and § ~ 0.1, and this re-
sult does not depend on the value of 5. These solutions are
represented by models Al and A9 defined in Table 1, and the
solid red line in Figure 1(a) shows the spectrum for model
Al with # = 1. We now compare this result with previous
ADAF models for M87*. The early models for this object
(Reynolds et al. 1996; Di Matteo et al. 2003) used the sim-
plified self-similar description of Narayan & Yi (1995) and
then more accurate ones, based on transonic hydrodynamic
solutions, were presented by Li et al. (2009), Nemmen et al.
(2014) and Bandyopadhyay et al. (2019). Of these, only
the model of Li et al. (2009) is GR and then it is closest to
kerrflow. Indeed, we note a very good agreement be-
tween parameters and synchrotron spectra of these two mod-
els, with the main difference concerning ~ 3 times larger
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Figure 1. Comparison of the observed SED of M87 core with spectra predicted by (a) the analytic ADAF model, and (b,c) the model based
on the GRMHD simulation. In all panels the green points show the highest spatial resolution SED in the quiescent phase of M87* given in
table 4 of Prieto et al. (2016), and the blue points show results of the quasi-simultaneous multi-wavelength campaign in 2017, reported by
EHT MWL Science Working Group et al. (2021). See Table 1 for definition of the models. All models assume M = 6.5 x 10° M and
i = 17°; all spectra except for the dotted magenta line in (c) assume a purely thermal distribution of electron energy. In panel (a) the solid
red line shows the spectrum of the kerrflow model Al; the dashed black line shows the spectrum of riaf-sed (Nemmen et al. 2014)
for the same 77 = 1075, § = 0.1 and 8 = 1. The difference between the model spectra is primarily due to the neglect of GR effects and
the inaccurate treatment of Comptonization in riaf-sed. Panel (b) illustrates how the GR transfer affects the spectrum in the GRMHD
model B; the synchrotron and Compton components are shown separately. The dashed black line shows the spectrum in the flat space-time (i.e.
neglecting the GR transfer) and the solid red line shows the fully-GR spectrum. Panel (c) shows how the Compton component is affected when
the synchrotron component is matched to the data by increasing either the magnetic field (the solid red line, model D) or the density and the
electron temperature (the dashed black line, model C). The synchrotron and Compton components are shown separately. The dotted magenta
line shows the synchrotron spectrum in model D with a hybrid electron energy distribution, including a 5% energy content of non-thermal
electrons in the form of a high-energy power-law tail with an index equal to 3.2.




ADAF model 7 [x107°] B 5
Al 1 1 0.1
A9 1 9 0.1

GRMHD model 1 [x107°] bmag Te/Tp

A 3.8 1 0.04
B 25 04  0.04
C 35 034 0.1
D 7.6 39  0.04

Table 1. Parameters of the models. All models assume M = 6.5 X
10° M the spin parameter is ¢ = 0.9 in the GRMHD and a =
0.95 in the ADAF model.

m and correspondingly stronger synchrotron peak in Li et al.
(2009); this larger m likely results from the (incorrect, see
above) attempt to reproduce the data above 10'* Hz with the
Compton component, and the scarcity of radio data available
at that time. Nemmen et al. (2014) and Bandyopadhyay et al.
(2019) found parameters strongly differing from ours, in par-
ticular a large 7 ~ 2 x 10~% in the inner part, which may
reflect large computational differences between the models
and again their results relied on matching the incorrectly de-
termined Compton spectrum to the data.

4. MODEL BASED ON GRMHD SIMULATIONS
4.1. Simulations and post-processing

In this Section we analyze the results of 3D general-
relativistic ideal GRMHD numerical simulations of accre-
tion flows onto a magnetically saturated Kerr BH. For the
analysis, we choose the AGN-HS100 simulation presented
in Janiuk & James (2022). Our run was performed with the
code HARM_COOL (presented in e.g. Sapountzis & Janiuk
2019, for a 2D case). The MHD equations for the continuity
and energy momentum are brought in the code in conserva-
tive form in general relativity, and account for the dynamical
evolution of magnetized plasma in the gravitational potential
of a spinning BH.

Our simulation is performed on a fixed Kerr back-
ground metric, with proper coordinate transformation be-
tween spherical (Boyer-Lindquist) and code (Modified Kerr-
Schield) coordinates, to avoid the flow penetrate the black
hole horizon. The inner radius of the grid is located at
Tin = 1.017her, and the outer radius is fixed at 1O5Rg. The
number of points in r-6-¢ directions id 288x256x256, respec-
tively. Thanks to adopting a progressively sparser grid above
r = 400, our simulations are well resolved close the black
hole horizon.

The initial conditions are imposed by the equilibrium torus
solution Fishbone & Moncrief (1976), located initially at
rin = 12 where the cusp forms, and parameterized with the
radius of pressure maximum ry,,x = 25. BH spin a = 0.9
is adopted. To start accretion, the initial torus is embedded
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in a poloidal magnetic field, prescribed by the vector po-
tential of the form Ay = 75(p — pmax)/0.2, therefore, the
poloidal loops are centered at the radius ryax. The field is
initially set to zero outside the torus. Factor 7> enables bring-
ing more magnetic flux from large distances and formation of
the MAD state. In addition, the initial distribution of inter-
nal energy is perturbed azimuthally, by a random fluctuation,
of the form u = u((0.95 + 0.1RAND) where RAND is a
random number uniformly distributed between 0 and 1.

The GRMHD code works in geometrized units and has no
intrinsic mass scale and then to apply it to M87* we need
to introduce specific scalings to convert the code variables
to cgs units. This is done after adopting the BH mass (i.e.
M = 6.5 x 109 M, for M87*) and the resulting scalings for
gravitational length and time, R, = GM/c* and T = R, /c.
The factor scaling the density to the cgs units, M, is then
related to the assumed accretion rate by M = M7/ R3.
We have found that it is not possible to reproduce the ob-
served SED by adjusting only the 7 parameter, and there-
fore we allow small variations in the scaling of the mag-
netic field by introducing a free parameter (close to unity),
bmag, so that the scaling factor for the magnetic field is
B = bmag(87r./\/lc2)1/2.

Furthermore, the MHD simulation gives only the total in-
ternal energy density, 14,5, and not the distinct electron and
ion temperatures. A common practice in radiation calcula-
tions in such models, the so-called post-processing, is to set
T, after running the simulation, as a function of local plasma
parameters. As we discuss below, the popular parameteriza-
tion used for this, introduced by Moscibrodzka et al. (2016)
and referred to as the R-f model, may yield unrealistically
high values of T, as it ignores limitations due to cooling
efficiency. Therefore, we do not follow it. Instead, we set
the electron temperature based on the results obtained in our
ADAF model, which includes a detailed treatment of the
electron energy balance and then gives a reasonable indica-
tion of the expected magnitude of T}, under relevant physical
conditions.

Figure 2(a-c) shows the radial profiles of B, T}, and n in
the kerrflow models Al and A9. The lower 3 model Al is
characterized by a higher B (which is a trivial consequence
of the assumed higher magnetization), lower T}, (because a
larger fraction of the accretion power is used to build up
the magnetic field instead of heating the flow), and higher n
(because a more magnetized flow is geometrically thinner).
Also shown in Figure 2(a-c) are the radial profiles of quan-
tities representing the GRMHD solution, for which the aver-
age B(r) and T}, (r) are found by density-weighted averaging
(B = [ BndV/ [ ndV and analogously for T},) over narrow,
spherical shells, and 72(r) by averaging (7. = [ndV/ [dV)
over narrow rings representing the mid-plane (¢ < 0.1r,
where z is the distance from the mid-plane). The major dif-
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ference between the GRMHD simulation and the analytic
ADAF calculation concerns B, which for the former has a
much steeper profile corresponding to a gradual build-up of
the magnetic field, in contrast to comparatively flatter profiles
resulting from the assumption of constant 3 in the ADAF
model. The GRMHD solution also has a slightly flatter pro-
file of n, due to the weak loss of accreting matter to the wind,
and T}, decreasing from a large-{3 to a small-{ value toward
smaller r, but with a relative increase close to the event hori-
zon due to the additional heating by rotational energy extrac-
tion from the BH (neglected in the ADAF model). Never-
theless, except for the difference in the gradient of B, we
see a very good agreement of the parameters characterising
the ADAF and MHD solutions. We can therefore expect that
both solutions are also characterised by similar values of 7.

Figure 2d shows the T, profiles in our models. The temper-
ature ratio in the kerrflow solutions Al and A9 is in the
range To /T, ~ (0.02 — 0.07) and, more importantly, in the
innermost part 7, ~ 10*! K (within a factor < 2). This inner-
most T, is rather weakly affected by the value of 9, see Figure
3c. Guided by these results, in most of our GRMHD radia-
tive models we set T, = 0.047}, (we checked how the in-
crease of T, affects the spectrum and we found that this leads
to a too strong Compton emission, as illustrated in model C
defined below). For the proton temperature we assume that
electrons give a negligible contribution to g,s, and then the
simulated values of ug,s are used to determine 7},. With our
adopted prescription for the local T, (i.e. = 0.04T},), the av-
erage T.(r) is close to the value corresponding to the energy
balance in our ADAF calculations, as shown in Figure 2d.

We now briefly comment on the R-S model, in which the
ratio between the ion and electron temperatures is given by
the local plasma 3,

T B? 1
R=22 = Rygn—— + Riow——, 1
T, hsh e T ew e W

which then allows to relate T, to ugas by

2MpUgas

e = M7 (2)

see e.g.  Event Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al.
(2019b). In the above Rpign and Rioy are the free parame-
ters of the model and give the temperature ratios at high and
low g, respectively. The R- prescription tentatively relates
the temperature distribution to the efficiency of the electron
heating, which increases with plasma magnetisation, as of-
ten seen in simulations of electron heating in turbulent or
reconnecting plasmas (e.g. Howes 2010; Rowan et al. 2017).

Figure 3a shows the radial profile of the density-weighted
average T, in our GRMHD solution for Rpjgn = 80 and
Riow = 1, which are typical values used in applications
of the R-3 model. We see that the average T, approaches

~ 10'2 K at small r (furthermore, in some low-{3 regions it
approaches ~ 10'2 K, see the shaded region). This value
appears much too high, in particular, an order of magnitude
above the level of ~ 10! K set by the energy balance of elec-
trons in our ADAF solutions with the same values of n and
B. We note that it would be impossible to increase this bal-
ance temperature to ~ 102 K, because the synchrotron cool-
ing rate rapidly increases with temperature, approximately
o T2, and then keeping electrons at the average T, ~ 10'?
K would require a heating rate orders of magnitude larger
than the available accretion power. The problem of too high
T, in the R-3 model possibly occurs only in MAD solutions,
where the plasma magnetization of the inner part of the flow
is large, implying a small 3. The T, in that region can be
reduced by increasing Rjow. In our GRMHD solution, using
Riow = 10 we get T, ~ 4 x 10! K, which appears still too
high.

The above issue is also apparent in figure 17 of
Event Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al. (2021), com-
paring the temperature-ratio distribution from the radiative
MHD simulations and from the R-£ postprocessing. In the
jet region, both approaches give similar values of T, ~ Tj,.
However, in the innermost few R, of the disk (which is the
region where the production of radiation observed at mil-
limeter and shorter wavelengths takes place in our GRMHD
model), the R-{3 also gives a very high T, ~ T, whereas
the radiative simulations yield a much lower 7, ~ 0.047},
which notably matches the temperature ratio given by the en-
ergy balance in our ADAF calculations.

4.2. SED modeling

We now apply the GRMHD model to the SED observed
in M87*. We use the density, the electron temperature, and
the components of the velocity and magnetic fields from the
GRMHD simulation to compute the model spectrum, using
the same GR Monte Carlo code as in the kerrf1ow model.
In it, we generate a large number of synchrotron photons ac-
cording to the local values of plasma parameters and we track
their motion in the Kerr metric, subject to Compton scatter-
ing competing with synchrotron self-absorption, until they
cross the event horizon, escape to a distant observer, or get
absorbed.

It is instructive to compare the formation of spectra in the
GRMHD and ADAF models. The strongest radiation pro-
duction occurs in the innermost part of the flow. It might
therefore seem that the ADAF and GRMHD models which
have similar values of B, n and T in this region, also pos-
sess similar radiative properties. However, it turns out that
the GRMHD model predicts a much weaker emission than
ADAF. For example the GRMHD model A produces the
synchrotron component almost by two orders of magnitude
weaker than the ADAF models Al and A9, despite having
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Figure 2. Comparison of the radial profiles of (a) T}, (b) B, (c) n, and (d) Te for the kerrflow models Al (the dashed green lines) and
A9 (the dotted blue lines) and the GRMHD model A (the red solid lines), see Table 1. In the GRMHD model, 7},, B, and Tt are found by
spherical, density-weighted averaging (over narrow shells with Ar = 0.17), and n by averaging over narrow rings (again with Ar = 0.17r)

with z < 0.1r.

very similar parameters of the innermost emission region (see
Figure 2). The reason for this is the much steeper B profile
in the GRMHD solution, which implies that the synchrotron
radiation emissivity, o< B 2, is much more concentrated near
the event horizon and thus subjected to much stronger re-
duction by GR effects. In our GRMHD calculation, the ob-
served radiation is reduced by over a factor of 10 (see Figure
Ib and discussion below), as compared to a factor of ~ 3
in the ADAF model. Furthermore, the much faster decline
of B means that the amount of produced radiation is signif-
icantly smaller in the GRMHD model, because the area of
the disk where the synchrotron radiation is efficiently pro-
duced is smaller than in the ADAF model. Specifically, in
our MHD models almost all radiation observed above the
turnover frequency, v (below which the emission is strongly
self-absorbed), is produced at r» < 4, whereas in the ADAF
models a significant contribution comes from the region ex-
tending out to r ~ 20.

Another difference is related to the flow structure, which in
the GRMHD solution is characterized by a range of param-
eter values at a given radius, related to the fluctuating nature
of this solution. Such fluctuations are completely neglected
in the analytical ADAF solutions, where at each r the syn-
chrotron emission is produced at a single value of B and T,
and the resulting synchrotron spectrum has the shape of a
relatively narrow bump peaking in IR, as seen in Figure la.
Figure 3b shows the range of T, at which the synchrotron
emission is effectively produced (as estimated based on the
local emissivity, oc 72B?n) in the GRMHD solution. We
see that at small r some regions have 7, an order of magni-
tude larger than the average 7.. Such a broad temperature
spread gives rise to a broad synchrotron spectrum, extending
from the millimeter to optical/UV band at an approximately
constant level in v F}, units, as seen in Figures 1bc.

Figure 1b illustrates how the GR transfer of radiation af-
fects the observed spectrum by comparing the spectra com-
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Figure 3. In panels (a) and (b), the solid lines show the radial profile of electron temperature obtained by density-weighted spherical averaging
in our GRMHD solution, for two prescriptions relating 7. to T},. (a) The R — /3 relation, equations (1) and (2), with Rpigh = 80, Riow = 1,
and 8 computed for model A. (b) Tc = 0.047, as assumed in most of our spectral models. The shaded regions show the range of 7. at which
a significant contribution to the synchrotron emission occurs. In panel (c) the red solid line shows the 7% profile for the GRMHD model with
T. = 0.047T%, the same as in panel (b), and the black lines show the 7, profiles in kerrf1low; the dashed line is for model Al and the dotted

line is for the same parameters except for 6 = 0.3.

puted in model B neglecting (dashed line) and including
(solid line) these transfer effects. As noted above, the syn-
chrotron emission is strongly concentrated close to the BH
and hence the observed spectrum is strongly reduced due to
the bending of photon trajectories toward the BH and the cap-
ture of photons below the event horizon. Furthermore, a sig-
nificant effect of the GR redshift can be seen, shifting the
turnover frequency below the EHT frequency, whereas in the
flat space-time it would be at ~ 400 Hz.

In model A the synchrotron component is weak and then
it strongly underpredicts the observed SED, in particular at
the EHT frequency. The synchrotron emission can be en-
hanced by increasing the density, the electron temperature,
and/or the magnetic field. However, a significant increase
in the first two leads to an over-prediction of the X-ray data
by the Compton component, whose amplitude relative to the
synchrotron component increases with both density and tem-
perature. The Thomson depth in the inner parts of the flow
is small, ~ 10~%, but in the Compton scattering at ~ 10*! K
the average energy increase is larger than a factor of 102, and
then the luminosity of the Compton component is compara-
ble to that of the synchrotron. If the increase in either density
or temperature is too large, the Compton component will be
too strong. We then note that the model can be matched to the
data, in the sense that the synchrotron spectrum agrees with
the millimeter to UV data and the Compton spectrum does
not exceed the X-ray data, only for a relatively strong B, cor-
responding to by, > 1. These properties are illustrated in
Figure 1c, which presents spectra in models C (dashed line)
and D (solid line). Model C shows the combined effect of
a large increase in n, to ~ 10 cm™3 at r ~ 2, and an in-
crease in T, to 0.17},. We see that whereas the synchrotron
spectrum reproduces very well the lower energy data, the
Compton emission exceeds the X-ray data by almost two or-
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Figure 4. The dots represent the contribution from a given ra-
dial bin (for logarithmic radial grid) to the flux observed at dif-
ferent frequencies at ¢ = 17° in model D, normalized by the flux
measured by VLBA at 4.3 x 10*° Hz, GMVA at 8.6 x 10'° Hz,
EHT at 2.3 x 10*' Hz, and HST at 5.2 x 10'* Hz, as reported by
EHT MWL Science Working Group et al. (2021).

ders of magnitude. Instead, the increase of B in model D by
bmag ~ 4 (yielding 8 ~ 1 in the emitting region) allows to
fit the data between ~ 10! and 10'® Hz without exceeding
the X-ray limit.

The bulk of radiation observed above v, ~ 2 x 10! Hz
is produced in the disk region (i.e. near the equatorial plane)
between ~ 2 and 41, (see Figure 4). Radiation produced
within 2R, is strongly reduced by GR transfer; we note that
advection of photons into the BH is enhanced by the radial



inflow of the radiating material. A small amount of radiation
is produced beyond 4z, due to the weakness of the magnetic
field. At v < 14, the intrinsic absorption shifts the strongest
contributing region to larger radii.

Finally, all the spectra discussed above were computed for
the thermal distribution of electrons. In this version of the
model, the high-energy component can be reduced below
the observed X-ray flux, as in model D, but it cannot re-
produce the X-ray spectrum. If the energy distribution of
electrons is hybrid, the observed X-rays may be produced
by nonthermal synchrotron emission. The dotted line in Fig-
ure lc shows the synchrotron spectrum in model D assum-
ing such a hybrid distribution of electrons, with the nonther-
mal component in the form of a high-energy power-law tail
containing 5% of energy of the total distribution. For the
power-law index of the tail we assume p = 3.2, for which
the photon index I' = 2.1 is roughly consistent with that
observed. We only note here an approximate agreement of
such a model with the observed X-ray spectrum, which was
derived in EHT MWL Science Working Group et al. (2021)
assuming that the XMM and NuSTAR measurement can be
represented by a single power-law. Formal spectral fitting of
the X-ray data, performed in the detector space, is not feasi-
ble as our computational model is too time-consuming.

5. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

We compared radiative properties of two commonly used
models of low-luminosity BH systems, the one based on
the GRMHD simulation and the one using a semi-analytic
ADAF description of the two-temperature accretion. The lat-
ter gives a similar distribution of the parameters of the flow
to the distribution of the averaged parameters in the former,
except for the magnetic field, which in the GRMHD solution
has a much steeper radial profile corresponding to the am-
plification of B by the MRI, whereas the constant-3 struc-
ture typically assumed for ADAFs gives a much slower out-
ward gradient of B. The rapid decline of B with increasing
r in the GRMHD solution results in a much lower radiative
efficiency, since it significantly limits the extent of the area
where synchrotron radiation is produced and places this area
in a region of strong reduction by GR effects.

Another difference between the two models is related to
the neglect of the multidimensional structure of the flow in
the ADAF description. This significantly affects the spec-
tral shape, which in the ADAF model is represented by a
relatively narrow synchrotron bump followed by similarly
narrow scattering bumps. In contrast, the spread of param-
eters corresponding to the 3D GRMHD solution gives broad
synchrotron as well as Compton components extending over
many decades of photon energy.

We computed spectra for accretion rates and BH mass rel-
evant for M 87%, assuming also a high value of the BH spin,
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a ~ 0.9, which may favor the production of the jet observed
in this object. The ADAF model can explain the millime-
ter part of the spectrum observed in M87, but does not agree
with the spectral data at other wavelengths. We note that pre-
vious ADAF models of this object are significantly affected
by order-of-magnitude inaccuracies related to the neglect of
the GR transfer of radiation as well as an oversimplified de-
scription of the Compton component.

The spectra based on the GRMHD solution are in a much
better agreement with the observed SED. The low radiative
efficiency of this model can be compensated by setting a rel-
atively large B, corresponding to 5 ~ 1 at small r. An alter-
native way to increase the luminosity by increasing either the
accretion rate (and hence the density) or the electron temper-
ature results in a significant overprediction of the X-ray flux
by the Compton component

The obvious caveat to our spectral modelling is that the
SED data are obtained by observations with different angular
resolution, which in the case of M87 translates to the spatial
scale of ~ 10, at the EHT frequency (i.e. 230 GHz) and
> 10° R, at higher frequencies, and therefore the optical, UV
and X-ray radiation may be produced in a spatially distinct
region from the emission region detected by EHT. Neverthe-
less, the synchrotron component produced by predominantly
thermal electrons in our GRMHD model is a good match for
the spectral data between the millimeter and the UV range.

At v < 100 GHz the synchrotron emission is strongly self-
absorbed, which shifts the location of the effective flux max-
imum to larger radii, increasing with decreasing v (Figure 4).
This is consistent with the difference of sizes of the ring-like
structures in the radio core of M87* resolved at 86 GHz and
230 GHz (Lu et al. 2023). Due to the strong self-absorption,
the synchrotron emission from the inner accretion flow can-
not explain the total flux measured at the low frequencies.
This low-frequency radiation must then be generated, at least
in part, on larger spatial scales, as indeed suggested by the
core shifts observed in M87 at 86 GHz and lower frequen-
cies (e.g. EHT MWL Science Working Group et al. 2021).
The contribution from the jet region is negligible in our
calculations (this is also consistent with the assessment in
Lu et al. 2023, that the core emission comes from the accre-
tion flow). Some relevant physical processes, in particular
internal shocks which can dissipate the bulk kinetic energy
and channel some of it into particle acceleration (e.g. Rees
1978; Spada et al. 2001), are not handled accurately in cur-
rent GRMHD codes, and therefore we have not attempted to
model the jet emission that could explain the radio data.

The Compton component predicted in the GRMHD model
is too hard to fit the data in the X-ray range. Nevertheless,
comparison of this component with X-ray data imposes im-
portant constraints on the model and indicates that the emit-
ting region must be characterized by a relatively large 5 ~ 1.
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The observed X-ray emission may be produced within the in-
ner few R, by nonthermal synchrotron emission of a hybrid
electron plasma with a high energy tail with the power-law
index ~ 3.2, which implies the acceleration index of ~ 2.2
(taking into account the steepening of the electron distribu-
tion by synchrotron cooling).

The maximum contribution to radiation observed at 230 Hz
in our best-matching solution (model D) comes from ~ 3R,
which region is characterised by the average B ~ 25 G,
T, ~6x 109 Kandn ~ 1.5 x 10° cm~3. These values are
consistent with parameters of the emission region estimated
in Event Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al. (2021) using
a one-zone model, although we note that such one-zone esti-
mations are significantly affected by the neglect of the GR
transfer effects. On the other hand, the accretion rate of
our best-matching model, M ~ 0.011 Mg, year™1, is larger
than M < 0.002 M, year—! assessed in the GRMHD mod-
els applied by Event Horizon Telescope Collaboration et al.
(2021) to explain the EHT observation. These models, how-
ever, assumed the R — 3 prescription for the electron temper-
ature, which strongly affects the comparison with our results.
We note that it may be risky to base radiative computations
on the R-0 relation without checking that 7, is within phys-
ical limits.

Our preferred value of M ~ 0.01 Mg year™" is a factor
of 10 lower than the Bondi accretion rate (Di Matteo et al.
2003). This is sufficient to produce jet with a power on the
order of ~ 3 x 10%3 ergs~!, however exceeds the recent es-
timates by eg. Punsly (2023).

In our GRMHD solution the synchrotron radiation at v 2,
104 Hz is produced by electrons with T, ~ 10'2 K. The re-

1

gions with such a large T, represent a very small fraction
of the total flow volume, but their high emissivity makes
them dominate the high-energy spectrum. This high emis-
sivity also implies a high cooling rate, which then requires
enhanced heating to maintain the high temperature. The den-
sity in these high-T regions is an order of magnitude lower,
and the plasma magnetization o oc B2 /n is similarly larger,
than average in the disk. Then, electrons in these regions
may be indeed more efficiently heated if the heating is due to
magnetic reconnection (e.g. Rowan et al. 2017).

Finally, we note that radiative GRMHD simulations of
Chael et al. (2019) using prescriptions for electron heating
based on either a Landau-damped turbulent cascade (Howes
2010) or magnetic reconnection (Rowan et al. 2017) give
similar to our model parameters in the disk, in particular
T. ~ 10" K. However, those simulations also give a much
higher T, ~ 10'2 K in the strongly magnetized regions in
the jet, and their spectra are fully dominated by these regions.
Then, these spectra depend on an arbitrary cut in o more than
on physical parameters (as shown in figure 17 in Chael et al.
2019).
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