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Constraining modified gravity theories with scalar fields using black-hole images
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We study a number of well-motivated theories of modified gravity with the common overarching theme that
they predict the existence of compact objects such as black holes and wormholes endowed with scalar hair. We
compute the shadow radius of the resulting compact objects and demonstrate that black hole images such as
that of M87∗ or the more recent SgrA∗ by the Einstein Horizon Telescope (EHT) collaboration may provide a
powerful way to constrain deviations of the metric functions from what is expected from general relativity (GR)
solutions. We focus our attention on Einstein-scalar-Gauss-Bonnet (EsGB) theory with three well motivated
couplings, including the dilatonic and Z2 symmetric cases. We then analyze the shadow radius of black holes
in the context of the spontaneous scalarization scenario within EsGB theory with an additional coupling to the
Ricci scalar (EsRGB). Finally, we turn our attention to spontaneous scalarization in the Einstein-Maxwell-Scalar
(EMS) theory and demonstrate the impact of the parameters on the black hole shadow. Our results show that
black hole imaging is an important tool for constraining black holes with scalar hair and, for some part of the
parameter space, black hole solutions with scalar hair may be marginally favored compared to solutions of GR.

I. INTRODUCTION

Black holes, once considered as a mere mathematical cu-
riosity of Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity, are now
known to populate our Universe in vast numbers. Currently,
they are met at two different scales: stellar black holes with
masses in the approximate range of (5−70) M� and supermas-
sive black holes residing at the center of galaxies with masses
as large as 1010 M�. A black hole is the most lucid manifes-
tation of how gravity behaves at the strong regime and can
thus serve as a test-bed for probing the fundamental theory of
gravitational interactions.

Although General Relativity (GR) is a beautiful mathemat-
ical theory that has so far passed all experimental tests (see
for instance [1–6]), it is clear that it cannot provide all the an-
swers to several persisting, open questions in gravity and cos-
mology: the existence of singularities, the unknown nature
of dark matter and dark energy, the difficulty in quantizing
gravity and unifying it with the remaining forces in nature,
to mention a few. The common consensus among scientists
is that GR is only a low-energy limit of a more fundamen-
tal theory of gravity. As the structure of the final Quantum
Theory of Gravity is still alluding us, the most usual approach
taken in the meantime is that of the effective field theory: GR,
a linear theory in terms of curvature, is now supplemented
by higher gravitational terms, the presence of extra fields –
mainly scalar and gauge fields – and new couplings including
higher-derivative ones between matter and gravity.

Extending GR in this way unavoidably leads to a much
richer range of gravitational solutions. To start with, new
black hole solutions in the context of modified theories of
gravity have long been known to exist [7–15] by evading the
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no-hair theorems of GR [16–28] with a plethora of additional
solutions having emerged during the last few years [29–51].
In addition, these modified theories predict also compact so-
lutions other than black holes, such as traversable wormholes
[52–73] and particle-like solutions [42, 74–80]. The exciting
prospect of having our Universe populated also by these com-
pact objects perhaps does not seem so unlikely nowadays.

Our first task, however, is to probe the validity of the mod-
ified gravitational theories predicting all these new gravita-
tional solutions. The properties of the observed black holes or
the observable signals from processes associated with black
holes can serve as a valuable tool for this purpose. Indeed,
the last few years we have witnessed the detection of gravita-
tional waves from the merging processes of stellar black holes
[81–83] but also the imaging observations of the supermas-
sive black holes residing at the center of the M87 galaxy [84–
91] and of our own Galaxy [92–97]. These observations have
been used extensively in the literature to probe the validity of
General Relativity and to set limits on modified gravitational
theories (see, for example, [98–100]. Capturing the horizon-
scale image of Sagittarius A∗ in particular, the supermassive
black hole located in the center of our own Galaxy, presents a
number of advantages. First, due to its proximity, the mass to
distance ratio of Sagittarius A∗ is much more accurately de-
termined than that of M87∗. In addition, Sagittarius A∗ has a
much smaller mass than M87∗; this allows us to test a curva-
ture scale which lies between the low curvature scale of the
massive M87∗ black hole and the high curvature scale of stel-
lar black holes.

The main feature in the horizon-scale images of the super-
massive black holes is the bright photon ring which marks
the boundary of a dark interior region, called the black-hole
shadow [101]. The bright ring is formed by photon trajecto-
ries originating from parts of the universe behind the black
hole which are gravitationally lensed by its gravitational field
and directed towards our line of sight. These photons have
impact parameters slightly larger than the ones which lead
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to their capturing in bound, circular orbits around the black
hole. The quantitative characteristics of the shadow can be
calculated in the context of either GR or a modified theory of
gravity and compared to the observed value, thus probing the
validity of the theory in question.

In this work, we consider a set of modified gravitational
theories with their common characteristic being the presence
of a scalar field. This scalar field will be sourced by either
gravitational terms, leading to induced or spontaneous scalar-
ization, or gauge fields, leading to charged scalarized solu-
tions. The presence of the scalar field modifies the gravi-
tational background as well as the geodesic structure of the
spacetime including the photon trajectories and the size and
shape of the black-hole shadow. Employing the bounds on the
deviation of the observed black-hole shadow of Sagittarius A∗

from that of the Schwarzschild solution 1, as these were de-
rived by the Event Horizon Telescope [97] in a mass-scale in-
dependent form, we will examine the validity of a number of
scalar-tensor and tensor-scalar-vector theories. In particular,
we will consider the Einstein-scalar-Gauss-Bonnet (EsGB)
theory with three different forms of coupling function be-
tween the scalar field and the GB term, a variant of the EsGB
theory with an additional coupling between the scalar field
and the Ricci tensor, and finally, the Einstein-Maxwell-scalar
(EMS) theory with three different forms again of the cou-
pling function between the scalar and the Maxwell fields. We
demonstrate that the black-hole shadow bounds from Sagittar-
ius A∗ can indeed impose restrictions on the parameter space
or on the form of the coupling function of the scalar field in
the aforementioned modified theories. However, the physi-
cal conclusions drawn depend very strongly on the particular
EHT bound, or combination of EHT bounds, employed for
this purpose. Thus, the use of individual bounds always al-
lows amble parameter space where the majority of the modi-
fied theories considered are viable – in certain cases, they are
even favoured compared to General Relativity. In contrast,
demanding that all EHT bounds are simultaneously satisfied
significantly reduces the parameter space and, at times, elimi-
nates it.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In Section II we es-
tablish the notation and we provide a comprehensive review
of the derivation of the bounds that quantify the deviation of
the black hole shadow from the expected GR result. Next,
in Section III we derive the connection between the metric
components and the theoretically expected shadow radius in
a model-independent way. We focus here on black holes and
wormholes and demonstrate the differences of the shadows in
each case. Subsequently in IV we initiate the main part of our
work by demonstrating the bounds obtained by the EHT ob-
servations on EsGB theory with three distinct coupling func-
tions. Next in Section V we turn our attention to some of
the most well established models of spontaneous scalariza-

1 Let us note that although we will make use of the bounds on the observed
black-hole shadow from Sagittarius A∗ [97], our analysis will cover also
the corresponding bound from the M87∗ observation [84–91, 98, 99] as the
latter is less stringent and thus easier to satisfy.

tion. Finally, in Section VI, we analyze the EMS theory and
display the associated bounds. We outline our conclusions in
Section VII.

II. THE EHT BOUNDS

The Event Horizon Telescome (EHT) is a Very Long Base-
line Interferometry (VLBI) array with Earth-scale coverage
[84–91]. It is observing the sky at 1.3 mm wavelength and
has so far managed to provide the horizon-scale image of the
two supermassive black holes located at the center of M87∗

and of our own Galaxy. The diameter d̂m of the bright pho-
ton ring surrounding the inner dark area – the most distinctive
feature of these black-hole images – may be used to test theo-
retical predictions of both GR and modified theories. As noted
above, in this work we will be using the horizon-scale image
of Sagittarius A∗. Following [97], one may write:

d̂m =
d̂m

dsh
dsh = αc dsh = αc (1 + δ) dsh,th . (1)

The diameter d̂m is the value of the diameter of the photon ring
obtained by using imaging and model fitting to the Sagittarius
A∗ data. The quantity αc is a calibration factor which quan-
tifies how accurately the ring diameter d̂m tracks the shadow
diameter dsh. It encompasses both theoretical and potential
measurement biases and thus may be written as

αc = α1 α2 ≡

(
dm

dsh

) (
d̂m

dm

)
. (2)

Specifically, α1 corresponds to the ratio of the true diameter
of the peak brightness of the image (bright ring) dm over the
diameter of the shadow dsh. If α1 equals unity, the peak emis-
sion of the ring coincides with the shadow boundary. Its value
depends on the specific black-hole spacetime and the emissiv-
ity model in the surrounding plasma. A large number of time-
dependent GRMHD simulations in Kerr spacetime as well as
analytic plasma models in Kerr and non-Kerr metrics lead to
small positive values α1, namely α1 = 1 − 1.2. This result
indicates that the radius of the brightest ring is always slightly
larger than the black-hole shadow.

The second calibration parameter α2 is the ratio between
the inferred ring diameter d̂m and its true value dm. Three
different imaging algorithms were used in the measurement
of the ring diameter d̂m denoted by eht-imaging, SMILI and
DIFMAP, respectively [97]. The ring diameter was also de-
termined by fitting analytic models, and more specifically the
mG-ring model [95], to the visibility data. The three imaging
methods led to a value of α2 close to unity, while the mG-ring
model allowed values of α2 in the range (1-1.3).

Employing the above, the diameter of the boundary of the
black-hole shadow may be written as dsh = d̂m/(α1 α2). Then,
Eq. (1) allows us to solve for the fractional deviation δ be-
tween the inferred shadow radius rsh,EHT and that of a theory-
specific black hole rsh,th [97]:

δ =
rsh,EHT

rsh,th
− 1 . (3)
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Sgr A∗ estimates

Deviation δ 1-σ bounds 2-σ bounds

eh
t-

im
g

VLTI −0.08+0.09
−0.09 4.31 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 5.25 3.85 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.72

Keck −0.04+0.09
−0.10 4.47 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 5.46 3.95 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.92

Avg −0.06+0.064
−0.067 4.54 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 5.22 4.19 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.55

SM
IL

I VLTI −0.10+0.12
−0.10 4.16 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 5.30 3.64 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.92

Keck −0.06+0.13
−0.10 4.36 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 5.56 3.85 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 6.24

D
IF

M
A

P VLTI −0.12+0.10
−0.08 4.16 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 5.09 3.74 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.61

Keck −0.08+0.09
−0.09 4.31 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 5.25 3.85 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.72

m
G

-r
in

g VLTI −0.17+0.11
−0.10 3.79 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 4.88 3.27 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.46

Keck −0.13+0.11
−0.11 3.95 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 5.09 3.38 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.66

Avg −0.15+0.078
−0.074 4.03 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 4.82 3.64 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 5.23

TABLE I. Sagittarius A* bounds on the deviation parameter δ. The
colored bounds are the ones we use in the plots in the main part.

The above deviation parameter allows us to test the compati-
bility of the EHT measurements with GR or modified theories
of gravity. The posterior over δ is obtained via the formula

P(δ|d̂ ) = C
∫

dα1

∫
dα2

∫
dθgL[d̂ |α1, α2, θg, δ]

× P(α1)P(α2)P(θg)P(δ) .
, (4)

In the above, θg = GM/Dc2 is a characteristic angular size
set by the black-hole mass and physical distance. Then,
L[d̂ |α1, α2, θg, δ] is the likelihood of measuring a ring diam-
eter d̂, and P(θg) is the prior in θg. P(α1) and P(α2) are the
distributions of the two calibration parameters and C a nor-
malization constant.

To obtain the characteristic angular size θg of Sagittar-
ius A∗ one needs its mass and distance. Two different in-
struments, the Keck Observatory and the Very Large Tele-
scope together with the interferometer GRAVITY (VLTI),
were used to study the orbits of individual stars around Sagit-
tarius A∗. The brightest star observed, S0-2, with a period
of 16 years, has helped scientists to test relativistic effects
such as gravitational redshift and the Schwarzschild preces-
sion [102–105] and to constrain alternative theories of gravity
[106–108]. Its observation has also provided the most accu-
rate so far measurements of the mass and distance of Sagit-
tarius A∗. The Keck team found for the distance a value
of R = (7935 ± 50 ± 32) pc and for the black hole mass
the value M = (3.951 ± 0.047) × 106 M� [105]. The VLTI
team found correspondingly R = (8277 ± 9 ± 33) pc and
M = (4.297±0.012±0.040)×106 M�. Therefore, two different
priors for θg were derived, namely θg = 4.92±0.03±0.01 µas
(Keck) and θg = 5.125 ± 0.009 ± 0.020 µas (VLTI).

Employing these in Eq. (4), and assuming that the theory-
specific solution considered in Eq. (3) is the Schwarzschild
solution, for which it holds rsh,th = 3

√
3 GM/c2 = 3

√
3 D θg,

the corresponding values for the deviation parameter δ, along
with their errors, were derived in [97] and are displayed in the

M87∗ estimates

Deviation δ 1-σ bounds 2-σ bounds

EHT −0.01+0.17
−0.17 4.26 ≤ rsh

M ≤ 6.03 3.38 ≤ rsh
M ≤ 6.91

TABLE II. M87* bounds on the deviation parameter δ [99].

first column of Table I. We observe that the deviation δ al-
ways assumes negative values which means that the observed
black-hole shadow is found to be smaller than the one pre-
dicted by GR for the Schwarzschild black hole. We also note
that the value of δ derived by employing the measurements
by VLTI is consistently more negative as compared to the one
derived by Keck. The use of the specific algorithm for the
image processing also affects the deviation parameter, with δ
taking larger negative values as the eht-imaging algorithm is
gradually replaced by the SMILI, the DIFMAP or the mG-ring
algorithm. Finally, the value of δ is slightly modified by the
type of simulations used in the calibration of α1; here we em-
ploy the values obtained using the GRMHD simulations as an
indicative case. We note, however, that all values derived for
δ by EHT [97] are consistent with each other independently
of the specific telescope, image processing algorithm or type
of simulation used. For completeness, in Table II we present
the corresponding value for the deviation parameter δ as de-
rived by the black-hole image of M87∗ [99]; we observe that
the central value of δ is much closer to zero but the errors are
larger, due the larger uncertainty in the measurement of the
mass and distance of M87∗.

The definition of δ via Eq. (3) in conjunction with its val-
ues in the first column of Table I allows us to obtain the cor-
responding constraints on the dimensionless quantity rsh/M
(for notational simplicity, henceforth we drop the subscript
EHT from the quantity rsh, EHT). The 1-σ and 2-σ bounds on
rsh/M are displayed in the second and third column of Table I
(and for completeness in the second and third column of Ta-
ble II). We observe that, as expected, the constraints derived
from Sagittarius A∗ are more stringent than the ones derived
from M87∗: the allowed range of values in the former case is
always narrower and this leads to a consistently smaller upper
limit of rsh/M.

In this work, we will focus on two indicative sets of con-
straints, namely the ones obtained by using the eht-imaging
method and the mG-ring analytic model, which lead to the
smallest and largest δ (in absolute value), respectively. More-
over, in order to take a conservative stance, we will consider
the Keck and VLTI values as independent and use their aver-
age value for δ; these values together with the corresponding
constraints on rsh/M are displayed in the two rows of Table I
denoted by the word "Avg". In Sections IV-VI, these mass-
scale independent constraints will be used to test the viability
of compact solutions arising in the context of modified gravi-
tational theories with a scalar degree of freedom. Our analysis
will pertain mainly to future observed black-hole shadow im-
ages and will act complementary to existing works placing
bounds on the parameters of these modified gravitational the-
ories.
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We would like to finish this section with the following com-
ment. Throughout this work, we will focus on spherically-
symmetric solutions obtained in the context of the modified
theories. It is for this reason that the theory-specific solution
chosen above was the Schwarzschild solution and not the Kerr
one. The rotation parameter and inclination angle of Sagittar-
ius A∗ does affect the observed shadow radius. However, to
our knowledge, at the moment there is no clear consensus on
the value of these two parameters for Sagittarius A∗. In addi-
tion, it was found [100] that the shadow radius is affected very
little by the rotation of the compact object, independently of
the inclination angle. In fact, a recent study [109] hints to-
wards a rather small value of a∗, namely a∗ ≤ 0.1. In any case,
it is estimated [97] that rotating black holes can have a shadow
size which is smaller that that of a non-rotating black hole by
up to 7.5%. Therefore, by considering the Schwarzschild so-
lution as the theory-specific solution in our analysis seems to
be a justified choice at the moment. In fact, due to the more
compact geodesic structure of any rotating black hole com-
pared to a non-rotating one, any "Schwarzschild" constraint
applied in our analysis may be considered as the largest pos-
sible value for the corresponding "Kerr" one.

III. SHADOW RADIUS OF COMPACT OBJECTS

In this section, we present the analytic formalism which
yields the expressions for the shadow radius of compact ob-
jects. As we argued above, the black-hole spin affects the
shadow feebly. Therefore, we focus our analysis on solutions
with spherical symmetry. First, we examine the case where
the compact object is a black hole and then we consider the
scenario where the compact object is a wormhole.

A. Black holes

We start by investigating the shadow size for a static and
spherically symmetric configuration of the following form:

ds2 = gtt dt2 + grr dr2 + r2dΩ2 . (5)

We first need to locate the photon sphere for this background.
To do that we consider the trajectory of a photon. Since spher-
ical symmetry is assumed, we can consider, without loss of
generality, motion on the equatorial plane θ = π/2. The
Killing vectors associated with the symmetries of this space-
time are ξ

µ
1 = (1, 0, 0, 0) and ξ

µ
2 = (0, 0, 0, 1). Then, fol-

lowing [110], we can define the 4-momentum of a photon as
k̃ = (kt, kr, kθ, kϕ), with kθ = 0 (from symmetry arguments).
Then, the conserved quantities, i.e. the energy and angular
momentum are E = −ξ

µ
1kµ = −gttkt and L = ξ

µ
2kµ = r2kϕ,

respectively. Morevover, the constraint k̃2 = 0 fixes the kr

component of the 4-momentum, so that we may finally write:

k̃ =

− E
gtt

,

√
−

E2

gtt grr
−

L2

grr r2 , 0 ,
L
r2

 . (6)

It is now straightforward to locate the radius for circular pho-
ton orbits by demanding kr = 0 and dkr/dr = 0. In terms of
the impact parameter b ≡ L/E, these conditions yield

b2 = −
r2

gtt

∣∣∣∣∣
rph

= −
r3 (

gtt g′rr + grr g′rr
)

g2
tt
(
r g′rr + 2grr

) ∣∣∣∣∣
rph

, (7)

which can be simplified to give the equation for the photon
circular orbit radius

Photon orbit radius: rph =
2gtt

g′tt

∣∣∣∣∣
rph

. (8)

Our next step is to determine the shadow radius as observed
by a far-away observer after lensing has been taken into ac-
count (see left plot of Fig. 1). For a null trajectory, we can
write gµν ẋµ ẋν = 0, which in turn yields

grr

(
ṙ
ϕ̇

)2

= −r2 − gtt

(
ṫ
ϕ̇

)2

, (9)

where E = −gtt ṫ and L = r2ϕ̇. Therefore, we can equivalently
solve for the radial deviation with respect to the polar angle(

dr
dϕ

)2

= −
r2

grr

(
r2

gtt b2 + 1
)
. (10)

At the point of closest radial approach r = r0, the equation
above should vanish,

1
b2 = −

gtt

r2

∣∣∣∣∣
r0

. (11)

From Fig. III A, we can also easily deduce that

cotα =

√
grr

r
dr
dϕ

∣∣∣∣∣
robs

(10)
−−−→ sin2 α = −

gtt b2

r2

∣∣∣∣∣
robs

. (12)

Then, it is obvious that the angle for the shadow of the black
hole is retrieved in the limit r0 → rph. We assume that asymp-
totically far away the spacetime is flat, therefore, gtt → −1.
Then, for a far-away observer sinα ≈ α, so αsh = bcrit/robs,
where bcrit is the value of the impact parameter given in Eq.
(11) in the limit r0 → rph. From Fig. 1(a) and for robs � rph,
we also have αsh ≈ rsh/robs. Identifying the two expressions
for αsh, we can finally deduce that

rsh = bcrit =
rph√
−gtt(rph)

. (13)

For a Schwarzschild black hole, for example, where gtt =

−(1 − 2M/r), Eq. (8) readily gives rph = 3M. Employing
this result in Eq. (13), we easily obtain that rsh = 3

√
3M.

B. Wormholes

By employing a different spherically symmetric metric, we
can study other types of compact objects which in fact exhibit
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α

robs

r0

rshPhoton sphere rph

FIG. 1. Left: Qualitative representation of a light ray reaching an observer at an angle α, located at distance robs from the point singularity.
The blue line traces a light ray escaping from a closed orbit around the black hole to infinity. The red line aligns with the inferred angle of
approach for the light ray to an asymptotic observer. The point of closest approach for the light ray with respect to the black hole is located
at r = r0. If r0 = rsh the light ray escapes the photon sphere. The shaded, circular area denotes the interior to the black-hole horizon, while
the dashed, circular line corresponds to the location of the photon sphere. Right: Same but for a wormhole geometry. Here we show the
embedding diagram depicting a finite radius throat along the vertical axis. The blue line traces a light ray escaping from the photon sphere to
infinity, while the red straight line corresponds to the inferred line of approach to an asymptotic observer.

different shadow properties. Thus, we consider the following
alternative form of line-element [64, 65, 111]

ds2 = −e2v(l) dt2 + f (l) dl2 +
(
l2 + l20

)
(dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2) , (14)

which describes a wormhole geometry with a throat located at
l0. In this spacetime, the conserved quantities are

E = −gttkt = e2v dt
dλ

, L = gϕϕkϕ =
(
l2 + l20

) dϕ
dλ

. (15)

In order to find the photon sphere(s), we demand, as in the
black-hole case, that kl = 0 and dkl/dl = 0. These yield the
following equation which holds at the photon sphere(s):

v′(lph) =
lph

l2ph + l20
. (16)

Upon solving this, we obtain the radii for the circular photon
orbits in this background, namely

lph =

1 ±
√

1 − 4 l20 v′2ph

2 v′ph
. (17)

Also, for a null trajectory, we now find(
dl
dϕ

)2

=

(
l2 + l20

)
f

−1 +

(
l2 + l20

)
e2v b2

 . (18)

In order to reach the point of the closest approach l = lc, where
the above equation vanishes, the impact parameter must as-
sume the following value

b2 =
(
l2c + l20

)
e−2vc . (19)

For the wormhole background (14), the general equation (12)
for the lensing takes the form

cotα =

√
f (l)

l2 + l20

dl
dϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
lobs

(18)
−−−→ sin2 α =

e2v b2

l2 + l20

∣∣∣∣∣∣
lobs

. (20)

For lobs � l0, lph, asymptotic flatness demands that v → 0.
The wormhole shadow is retrieved again in the limit lc → lph,
for which b → bcrit according to Eq. (19). Thus, for a far-
away observer, we obtain ash ≈ bcrit/lobs. But also, from Fig.
1(b), we find

ash ≈
rsh

robs
≈

√
l2sh + l20
lobs

, (21)

where we have used the fact that the spacelike coordinate l is
related to the radial coordinate r of the embedding diagram
via the relation l2 = r2 − l20. Thus, we can finally write√

l2sh + l20 = bcrit = e−v(lph)
√

l2ph + l20. (22)

One may apply the above formulae in the case of the Ellis-
Bronnikov wormhole [112, 113] where e2ν = f = 1. Then,
Eq. (17) gives lph = 0, and thus there is only one circular
photon orbit located around the throat. Then, in the limit lc →
lph, Eq. (19) yields that bcrit = l0, and Eq. (20) takes the
simplified form

sin2 α =
l20

l2obs + l20
, (23)

which is exact and holds for all observers either far-away or
close-by - this result is in agreement with Eq. (72) of [114].
Applying the result bcrit = l0 also in Eq. (22), we obtain that
lsh = 0, or equivalently that rsh = l0. This behaviour is ex-
pected to change for wormhole spacetimes with a non-trivial
gtt metric component as in Eq. (14).

IV. THE EINSTEIN-SCALAR-GB THEORY

We initiate our analysis by considering a scalar-tensor the-
ory which includes a quadratic gravitational term, the Gauss-
Bonnet (GB) term defined as G = RµνρσRµνρσ − 4RµνRµν + R2.
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A general coupling function f (φ) between the scalar field φ
and the GB term retains the latter – a topological invariant in
four dimensions – in the theory. The action functional thus
takes the following form

S =
1
2κ

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
R −

1
2
∇αφ∇

αφ + f (φ) G

]
. (24)

The resulting Einstein field equations and scalar field equa-
tion, after the variation of the above action with respect to the
metric tensor and scalar field, are

Gµν =
1
2
∂µφ∂νφ −

1
4

gµν∂ρφ∂ρφ

−
1
2

(gρµgλν + gλµgρν) ηκλαβR̃
ρσ
αβ∇σ∇κ f (φ) ,

(25)

∇2φ + ḟ (φ)G = 0 , (26)

respectively. In the second equation, the dot over the coupling
function denotes its derivative with respect to the scalar field.

The EsGB theory has produced a large number of solutions
describing compact objects with interesting characteristics:
black holes with scalar hair [9–15, 29–51], traversable worm-
holes [56, 64, 65, 69] and particle-like solutions [42, 79, 80].
Here, we will focus mainly on the first class of solutions,
namely black holes, and examine their viability under the light
of the mass-scale independent constraints coming from the
measurement of the shadow radius of Sagittarius A*. For the
sake of comparison, we will briefly discuss also the viability
of the dilatonic wormhole solutions postponing a more de-
tailed analysis for a future work.

A. Black holes

The presence of the GB term in the action (24) causes the
evasion of the scalar no-hair theorems and leads to the emer-
gence of a large number of scalarized solutions, as mentioned
above. In the context of the present analysis, we will consider
spherically symmetric solutions that arise for three distinct
coupling functions, namely for linear coupling (shift symme-
try), quadratic coupling (Z2 symmetry) and exponential cou-
pling (dilatonic theory). The metric ansatz and field equations
in explicit form may be found in Appendix A. For the details
on constructing these solutions, the interested reader may con-
sult [12, 38, 39, 115, 116].

In principle, our solutions require the specification of three
parameters beyond GR. We need first to specify the coupling
constant α which quantifies the strength of the interaction be-
tween the Gauss-Bonnet curvature invariant and the scalar
field; we also need two boundary conditions for the scalar
field, since it obeys a second order differential equation. As-
suming a simple Taylor expansion of the scalar field around
the horizon φ(r) = φh + φh,1 (r − rh) + ..., it has been shown
in several works (see, for instance [12, 38]) that one may only
obtain solutions with a regular horizon as long as the follow-

-0.3 -0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

4.0

4.5

5.0

5.5

FIG. 2. Shadow radius for EsGB theory with a linear coupling.

ing constraint holds

φh,1 = −
rh

4 ḟh

1 ∓
√

1 −
96
r4

h

ḟ 2
h

 . (27)

This reduces the parameters from three to two, namely the
field value at the horizon φh and the coupling strength α. In
addition to the preceding constraint, we also need to limit the
two dimensional plane (φh, α) due to the requirement that the
quantity under the square root in (27) is positive definite. For
this reason, we will trade the parameter α with β defined as
follows

β ≡

√
96

r2
h

ḟh . (28)

In this way, the parameter space we need to scan is (φh, β) with
−1 < β < 1 defined within clear boundaries. After the study
of the complete parameter space, our results will be eventually
expressed again in terms of α.

1. f (φ) = αφ(r)

For the case of the linear coupling, the two dimensional
parameter space (φh, β) described above is reduced to one di-
mensional parameter space since the value of the field does
not enter in the field equations as a result of the shift symme-
try. In that case, the solutions are expected to form a line in
the (α/M2, rsh/M) plane that spans the −1 < β < 1 parameter
range.

This is indeed the case as seen in Fig. 2 where we depict
the rescaled black-hole shadow rsh/M in terms of the dimen-
sionless parameter α/M2 of the theory. We always choose
positive values of φ so that the sign of the coupling parameter
α directly reflects to the sign of β. Here, we consider both
positive and negative values for α. Notice that the line of the
solutions is mirror symmetric around the α = 0 line. This is
expected since the field equations as well as the initial condi-
tions are symmetric under the simultaneous exchange of the



7

sign of ḟ = α and (φ′, φ′′). This of course only holds for the
linear coupling, for which f̈ = 0.

We observe that the shadow radius rsh/M decreases as
α/M2 increases. This is easily understood if we recall (see,
for example [12, 38, 39, 111]) that the GB term causes a
negative contribution to the total energy density of the the-
ory and thus exerts a repulsive force. Therefore, if a black
hole is to be created, any matter distribution needs to be com-
pacted into a smaller area of spacetime compared to the case
where the GB term is absent. As a result, the GB scalarized
black holes have always a smaller horizon radius than e.g. the
Schwarzschild black hole with the same mass [38, 39, 111].
Since the whole geodesic structure gets more compact as α
increases, the shadow radius will also get smaller. This de-
creasing trend of the solution line holds for both α > 0 and
α < 0 since the GB contribution to the energy density is neg-
ative independently of the sign of α. In fact, it is proportional
to the combination φh,1 ḟh, which is always negative according
to Eq. (27). This holds also independently of the exact form
of the coupling function f (φ), and thus we expect to see a sim-
ilar behaviour for the other two forms of f . We finally note
that the solution lines abruptly terminate when the minimum
mass solutions – another characteristic of the EsGB theory –
are reached.

Let us now focus on the constraints imposed on the shift
symmetric theory by the mass-scale independent bounds de-
picted in Table I. As explained in Section II, we will employ
two of the derived bounds: the most ‘conservative’ bound, the
eht-imaging one, which yields the smallest central value of the
fractional deviation δ, and the most ‘liberal’ bound, the mG-
ring one, which allows for larger deviations from GR. The
two solid, horizontal, blue lines denote the allowed 1-σ range
by the eht-imaging bound, while the two solid, horizontal, red
lines denote the corresponding range allowed by the mG-ring
bound (the blue and red horizontal, dashed lines denote the
corresponding 2-σ bounds). Likewise, the blue-shaded area is
the one excluded by the eht-imaging bound and the red-shaded
area the one excluded by the mG-ring bound. The white area
is the one which is allowed by both bounds.

According to Fig. 2, the complete range of scalarized solu-
tions in the shift symmetric EsGB theory is compatible with
the eht-imaging bound while it is altogether excluded by the
mG-ring bound within 1-σ! Our findings highlight in the best
possible way the need to “bridge the gap” between the dif-
ferent EHT bounds as they lead to conflicting conclusions re-
garding the viability of certain solutions and, in a more general
context, the physical relevance of their underlying theories.
We note that all solutions found, which are allowed by the
eht-imaging bound, satisfy also the recent experimental con-
straint on the dimensionless parameter α/M2 < 0.54 [117] set
by the detection of gravitational waves by black-hole binaries.
If, on the other hand, one takes a more conservative approach
and demand that viable solutions should satisfy both of the
EHT bounds, one is forced to exclude the complete range of
scalarized, shift-symmetric solutions as none of them falls in
the optimum white area of the plot.
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FIG. 3. Shadow radius for EsGB theory with a quadratic coupling.

2. f (φ) = α
2φ(r)2

Unlike the linear case, the case of the quadratic coupling
function necessitates searching along a two-dimensional pa-
rameter space due to the fact that the initial value of the field
φh is physical. In order to facilitate the search, we select N=25
points equally spaced in ln(φh) space with φh,min = 0.1 and
φh,max = 100. For each of these N points, we scan the pa-
rameter space −1 < β < 1. The results are displayed in Fig.
3 where, for each choice of φh, we plot a line that spans the
range −1 < β < 1. The red dots in the figure denote a transi-
tioning point regarding the sign of T r′

r near the horizon, which
will be discussed shortly.

The lines in Fig. 3 denoting solutions with large φh are
generally consolidated close to the vertical axis. In constrast,
the smaller φh is, the more the lines spread out to larger values
of |α/M2|. This is expected due to the definition of beta which
in this case takes the form

β =

√
96

r2
h

αφh . (29)

It is clear that in order to reach the values of β ≈ ±1, i.e. the
limits of the range of β, we need to choose an increasingly
larger α in order to compensate for the smallness of φh. This
justifies the fact that the lines extend further and further away
from the origin for small φh values.

Additionally, one may observe that for negative values of
the coupling constant α the mass parameter M is affected
much more dramatically compared to the positive coupling
case. This is manifested in Fig. 3 in the fact that the lines turn
downward and to the right. This comes as a consequence of
the dimensionless normalization we have applied to the axes.
In addition to that, we have observed numerically that nega-
tive values of the coupling α lead to large and negative values
of the scalar charge. The largeness of the charge and mass
for values of the coupling deep into the negative regime is a
generic consequence of the evolution of the field equations
at intermediate scales between the horizon and infinity, and
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hence it is difficult to understand the origin of this effect by
studying the asymptotic behavior of the solutions.

Moreover, it is interesting to note that for some of the pa-
rameter space analyzed, one crosses the boundary beyond
which one can obtain a solution with limr→rh T r′

r (r) > 0. We
remind the reader that the condition limr→rh T r′

r (r) < 0 sat-
isfied by the scalarized solutions found in [12, 38, 39] was
employed to demonstrate the violation of the novel no-hair
theorem [28]. Using the results of [116], we can compute the
boundary beyond which solutions with limr→rh T r′

r (r) > 0 ap-
pear as follows

lim
r→rh

T r′
r (r) = 0 ⇒ α = −

1
4

+
β2

16
−

2
√

1 − β2

9
. (30)

Simultaneously, due to the definition of β, we can write

α =
r2

h

4
√

6φh
β . (31)

The above result implies that depending on the choice of φh
and β, α can be above or below the boundary defined by (30).
The points below the boundary, i.e. scalarized black-hole so-
lutions with limr→rh T r′

r (r) > 0, are denoted by dashed lines
in Fig. 3 and the transitioning points are marked by large red
dots. We note that such solutions arise only in the case of neg-
ative coupling constant α, and thus any analyses considering
only positive α are bound to overlook them.

Figure 3 leads to similar conclusions regarding the validity
of the quadratic, scalarized GB solutions with positive α to
the ones found for the linear-coupling case: the eht-imaging
bound allows the complete range of solutions while the mG-
ring bound excludes all of them within 1-σ! No scalarized
solutions with positive α fall in the white area. However, the
situation is radically different for solutions with negative α.
There, the lines of solutions with small or intermediate val-
ues of φh extend into the white area and thus survive all EHT
bounds. These favoured solutions are characterised by either
a positive or negative value of limr→rh T r′

r (r) > 0.

3. f (φ) = α eγ φ(r)

For the dilatonic coupling, we need to scan a three dimen-
sional parameter space since there is an additional parameter γ
that characterizes the coupling function. We follow the same
procedure as before, and display the results for two distinct
values of γ = 1, 2 in Figs. 4 and 5, respectively.

The subclass of solutions derived for positive values of the
coupling parameter α exhibit the same profile, for both values
of γ, as in the previous two cases: the whole range of solutions
are allowed by the eht-imaging bound but excluded by mG-
ring bound within 1-σ. No such solution manages to satisfy
both bounds. In fact, all GB scalarized black holes derived
for positive α demonstrate the same profile when it comes to
their viability under the Sagittarius A* constraints indepen-
dently of the particular form of the coupling function f (φ).
We note again that all these solutions satisfy the theoretical
bound α/M2 < 0.69, for the existence of scalarized dilatonic
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FIG. 4. Shadow radius for EsGB theory with a dilatonic coupling
with γ = 1.
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FIG. 5. Shadow radius for EsGB theory with a dilatonic coupling
with γ = 2.

black holes [12, 30], and the experimental bound α/M2 < 0.54
[117].

The situation however is different when we consider the so-
lutions derived for negative values of the coupling constant
α. Considering also the behaviour observed in the previous
two cases as well as the one depicted in Figs. 4 and 5, we
conclude that this subclass of solutions is affected both by the
form of the coupling function f (φ) and the particular values
assumed for the parameters of the theory. In Fig. 4, we see
that, for γ = 1, none of the negative-α solutions manages to
satisfy both EHT bounds. However, for γ = 2, the solution
lines extend across the white optimum area and thus a sub-
group of solutions, for a very specific range of α, may be
rendered viable. In this case, the only way to cross into the
limr→rh T r′

r (r) > 0 regime for the dilatonic coupling is to in-
crease the value of γ even further. However, this yields a less
observationally motivated theory. Another important observa-
tion is that for the dilatonic coupling the ratio rsh/M depends
only on γ but not on α. This is due to the presence of a sym-
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metry in the Lagrangian that allows us to absorb the constant
eγφh into a redefinition of the coupling strength α [12].

B. Wormholes

In the context of the theory (24), traversable wormhole so-
lutions have been discovered for a variety of scalar-GB cou-
plings, featuring single or double-throat geometries [64, 65,
111]. Exploring these solutions in depth is beyond the scope
of this work and is left for future analysis. Here, however, we
will present the results for one characteristic example in order
to demonstrate the potential of our analysis as a tool to obser-
vationally distinguish wormhole from black-hole solutions.

The case we consider here is the first one historically stud-
ied [64, 65] and involves an exponential coupling function of
the form f (φ) = αe−γφ with γ = 1. Single throat solutions are
then discovered if one assumes the line element given in (14).
In accordance with the black-hole scenario a regularity for the
scalar field’s derivative on the throat is derived

φ′20 =
f0( f0 − 1)

2αe−φ0

[
f0 − 2( f0 − 1) αl20

e−φ0

] , (32)

where f0 and φ0 are the values of f and φ evaluated at the
throat. For simplicity here, we chose φ0 so that asymptotically
the field vanishes. Additionally, the value of the other metric
function v0 at the throat is chosen so that an asymptotically
flat spacetime is recovered. We are left therefore with one
free parameter, i.e. f0, in addition to the coupling one.

In the limit f0 → 1 the redshift function v0 tends to larger
negative values and a horizon emerges, thus yielding the rel-
evant black-hole solutions in this theory. This allows us to
directly compare the shadow radii between black holes and
wormholes arising for γ = 1. The results are presented in
Fig. 6, where we see that f0 has non-trivial consequences both
on the shadow radius and on the mass range of the solutions.
Specifically, it appears that as we increase f0 the mass range
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FIG. 6. Wormhole solutions in EsGB theory with coupling function
f (φ) = αe−φ, for f0 = {1, 1.25, 1.5, 2, 3}.

can also increases significantly. In terms of the shadow radius,
we see that all solutions -including the black hole- presented
lay within the averaged 1-σ eht-imaging bounds presented in
Table I. On the other hand, all solutions are excluded within 1-
σ if one chooses to consider the averaged mG-ring estimates.
Once again, no solution exists that satisfies both bounds.

V. CURVATURE-INDUCED SPONTANEOUS
SCALARIZATION

A particular class of scalar-tensor theories, in the more
general framework of Horndeski theory, has attracted a lot
of attention and has been extensively scrutinized over recent
years. This class pertains to a phenomenon known as sponta-
neous scalarization of compact objects (black holes and neu-
tron stars). It describes solutions spontaneously endowed with
scalar hair as a consequence of a "phase transition" associ-
ated with the emergence of a tachyonic instability. Beyond a
certain compactness threshold, black holes tend to transition
from unstable, unscalarized GR solutions to stable scalarized
configurations. The main reason why this particular class of
theories entails exceptional interest relates to the fact that GR
is retrieved in the weak gravitational-field regime, while devi-
ations are only detected in heavily curved spacetimes.

The initially theorized model [40, 41] considered GR sup-
plemented by a kinetic term for the scalar field plus a non-
minimal interaction of the scalar field with the GB invariant.
For spontaneous scalarization to be realised, it is crucial that
this coupling satisfies a certain number of conditions, which
will be discussed in the following paragraphs. However, this
initial model has been shown to be unstable under radial per-
turbations [118, 119].

Following arguments discussed in detail in [120], we can
write a general action allowing for spontaneously scalarized
solutions to emerge, in the following form:

S =
1
2κ

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
R −

1
2
∇αφ∇

αφ + h(φ)R + f (φ)G + V(φ)
]
,

(33)

where G is again the Gauss-Bonnet invariant. The scalar
field self-interactions have been shown to non-trivially affect
the properties of the scalarized solutions. This includes the
threshold of scalarization which is altered by the bare mass
term, and the radial stability which is improved if one includes
quartic interactions [47]. Here we consider V(φ) = 0. An-
other way to stabilize black-hole solutions in this theory is to
include higher order operators in the GB coupling function
f ∼ αφ2 + ζφ4. Provided that ζ is a large enough negative
multiple of α, solutions can indeed be stabilized [121].

The field equations for the metric that one derives by vary-
ing the action (33) are:

Gµν = T φ
µν, (34)
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where the scalar-field energy-momentum tensor is given by:

T φ
µν =

1
2
∇µφ∇νφ −

1
4

gµν(∇φ)2 −
(
gµν∇2 − ∇µ∇ν

)
h(φ)

− h(φ)Gµν −
1
g

gµ(ρgσ)νε
κραβεσγλτRλταβ∇γ∇κ f (φ).

(35)

Since in this work we assume spherical symmetry, we must
recover the Schwarzschild geometry asymptotically. Perturb-
ing the scalar equation around the GR solution (φ = φ0 + δφ),
we find:

�φ = −
[
ḟ (φ)G + ḣ(φ)R

]
⇒ �δφ = − f̈ (φ0) G δφ. (36)

The term − f̈ (φ0) G acts as an effective mass for the scalar
field, therefore, when it becomes significantly negative, it trig-
gers a tachyonic instability. The first spontaneous scalariza-
tion condition therefore requires f̈ (φ0) G > 0 ⇒ f̈ (φ0) > 0,
since G > 0 in the exterior of spherically symmetric black
holes. If we also integrate the scalar equation by parts, it
is straightforward to show that for spontaneously scalarized
black holes to emerge it is also required that φ f (φ) > 0. The
second condition is that the coupling function should satisfy
relates to GR being included in this framework, i.e. f (φ0) = 0
for some φ0.

The scalarization occurs beyond a threshold mass which
is found by examining the linear stability of scalar perturba-
tions around the Schwarzschild background. To that extend
the scalar perturbation is decomposed as follows

δφ =
σ(r)

r
Ym
` (θ, φ) e−iωt, (37)

where Ym
` (θ, φ) are the spherical harmonics. For spherical

symmetry, the above yields an equation of the following type:

d2σ

dr2 + ω2σ = Veff(`, α)σ . (38)

The effective potential depends on the theory, and α corre-
sponds to the coupling parameter appearing within f (φ). Re-
quiring the existence of bound solutions to the above equation
that satisfy the proper asymptotic properties (equivalence with
square integrability in quantum mechanics), allows us to de-
termine the discrete spectrum of scalarization thresholds de-
pending on the mode n, and the angular number l. For a mass-
less scalar field with ` = 0, the thresholds for the fundamental
mode and the first overtone are found to be M̂(0)

th ≈ 1.179 and
M̂(1)

th ≈ 0.453, respectively. Here, and in what follows, we
have defined the dimensionless mass parameter

M̂ = MADM/α
1/2, (39)

where MADM is the ADM mass of the solution which is read
off the asymptotic expression of grr. This is done so that our
results are directly comparable with the existing bibliography.

In the next two subsections, we address two particular mod-
els, the minimal model characterised by coupling functions of
quadratic form and the quartic sGB model where the coupling
function to the GB term has been supplemented by a quartic
function of the scalar field.

A. Minimal model

Here, we consider the minimal model associated with
spontaneous scalarization identified in [120] and explored in
[119, 122–125], where the coupling functions are defined as

h(φ) = −
β

2
φ2 , f (φ) =

α

2
φ2 , (40)

where β and α are coupling constants. This subclass of scalar-
ization models has particular interest as it addresses a number
of issues traditionally associated with scalarization. Specif-
ically: (i) it suppresses neutron-star scalarization leading to
avoidance of binary pulsar constraints [124], (ii) it allows for
a late time cosmological attractor to GR [123], (iii) it yields
stable scalarized black-hole solutions [119, 125], and (iv) it
improves the hyperbolicity of the formulation [119]. Consid-
ering the various benefits of this sRGB synergy, here we try to
test its implications to black-hole shadows.

To this end, in Fig. 7 we present the shadow radius for spon-
taneously scalarizeed black-hole solutions derived for differ-
ent values of the scalar-Ricci coupling constant β. In terms of
cosmological consistency, it has been pointed out that negative
β values require substantial fine tuning if one wants to retrieve
a late-time attractor. This fine-tuning, however, is not required
when β > 0, when a GR attractor is naturally recovered at late
times. Therefore, we will be considering only positive val-
ues for β in what follows. Positive values of β have also been
shown to improve the hyperbolic formulation of the scalar per-
turbations equation [119]. Also, changing the value of β has
been shown to change the gradient of the curves in the scalar
charge-mass plots, a relation directly associated with the sta-
bility of the solutions [121, 125]. A positive/negative gradient
describes unstable/stable solutions. In general we can distin-
guish between three regions: (I) β / 1 solutions are unstable,
(II) 1 / β / 1.2 the solution curves have both a stable and an
unstable part (effectively yielding one stable and one unstable
solution for any M̂), and (III) β > βcrit ≈ 1.2 when all solutions
are stable. Finally, values of β close to one achieve scalariza-
tion suppression for neutron stars [124] and avoid significantly
influencing the formation of Large Scale Structures.

However, here we aim at conducting a comprehensive study
and thus, in Fig. 7, we present the results for the radius of
the black-hole shadow in the minimal model for a variety of
values of β, namely β = {0, 5, 10, 50, 100}. The left panel
depicts the solutions for the fundamental mode (n = 0). Here,
the case β = 0, shown with a solid red line, corresponds to
the radially unstable sGB scalarization model. The solutions
in this case lie to the right of the scalarization threshold at
M̂(0)

th ≈ 1.179. The rest of the curves shown correspond to
values of β that are larger than the critical value and therefore
to stable configurations. The right panel shows the solutions
for the first overtone (n = 1). Here, only the solutions with β '
10, which lie to the left of the threshold scalarization value of
M̂(0)

th ≈ 0.453, are stable. In both plots, the horizontal axis
depicts the value of the dimensionless parameter M̂ defined in
Eq. (39). The vertical axis showing the shadow radius rsh of
the black hole is also properly re-scaled in terms of the mass
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FIG. 7. Left: Shadow radius of the fundamental mode (n = 0) for spontaneously scalarized black holes in the EsRGB theory with quadratic
couplings between the scalar field and curvature. The values of the φ-R coupling for the lines plotted are β = 0, 5, 10, 50, 100. At the same
time the φ-G coupling spans all the allowed values for which spontaneously scalarized solutions are retrieved. Right: Same as left panel but
for the first overtone n = 1. The β = 100 case is not presented here for illustrative purposes as it extends to values of M̂ that are much smaller
than the rest.

M so that the results are independent of the black-hole mass
under consideration.

We readily observe that significant deviations from GR ap-
pear in the value of the shadow radius especially towards the
lower mass limit of each curve. This is to be expected since
it is for the lightest black holes that the curvature is stronger
and the effect of both the GB and additional Ricci term be-
comes increasingly more important. As in the EsGB theory,
the quadratic GB term leads to black holes with a more com-
pact geodesic structure, compared to the Schwarzschild so-
lution with the same mass, with the radius of the black-hole
shadow following along and taking smaller values, too. The
more conservative eht-imaging bound allows all of the so-
lutions to 1-σ accuracy, whereas the mG-ring bound, which
favours larger deviations from GR, excludes almost all of the
solutions to 1-σ accuracy. The only solutions allowed are the
ones towards the bottom tip of the curves for the fundamen-
tal modes. Considering the mG-ring 2-σ bounds however all
solutions are allowed.

Therefore, if future observations of horizon-scale images of
much lighter black holes are made with the same error bounds,
scalarized black-hole solutions would be either favoured or
even admitted as the only possible choice compared to the GR
solution. Focusing on the character of Sagittarius A∗, though,
spontaneous scalarization may not be a viable option: all sta-
ble solutions arise in the regime M̂ < 1.2, which translates to
0.7 < α/M2. If, in addition, we focus on the subclass of so-
lutions which survive both the eht-imaging and the mG-ring
bounds, these emerge for β ' 7 in the regime M̂ < 0.5 or
for 4 < α/M2. At the moment, there are no bounds on the
dimensionless parameter ζ ≡ α/M2 derived in the context of
the EsRGB theory. However, if we take the theoretical bound
ζ < 0.69, for the existence of dilatonic black holes [12, 30],
or the experimental bound ζ < 0.54 [117] for shift symmetric
solutions as indicative values, we see that the aforementioned
range significantly surpasses the latter ones. A more detailed

study dedicated to the EsRGB theory needs to be performed
before concluding whether Sagittarius A* is a spontaneously
scalarised black-hole solution.

B. Quartic sGB coupling

Here we examine a variation of the EsGB model (without
the Ricci coupling) that has been shown to yield stable black-
hole solutions under certain assumptions [121]:

h(φ) = 0 , f (φ) =
α

2
φ2 +

ζ

4
φ4. (41)

As mentioned earlier, for sufficiently negative values of the
ratio ζ/α / −0.7, black holes do get stabilized. Considering
positive ratios, on the other hand, produces solutions that are
unstable. As in the minimal model, there is a particular range
of negative values for the ratio ζ/α for which both stable and
unstable solutions emerge.

One of the reasons why this model is particularly interest-
ing relates to the fact that even for small values of the quartic
coupling, the minimum mass can in principle be pushed to
very small values, contrary to the minimal model presented in
the last subsection. This feature has evaded attention in other
works and is of significant importance as it allows us to probe
a much larger range of masses. A consequence of this large
mass range is an equally large range in the shadow radii as can
be seen in Fig. 8. It is important to mention that the minimal
mass for any ζ/α / −0.7 seems to have the potential to be
arbitrarily pushed to small values.

Employing the mass-scale independent bounds of Table I,
we may draw a number of useful conclusions. To start with,
solutions with fairly large, negative values of ζ/α, i.e. ζ/α '
−10, seem to be excluded by the mG-ring bound, at least in
the intermediate and larger mass regime. For less negative
values of ζ/α the region allowed by the bounds from Table I
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FIG. 8. Shadow radius of the fundamental modes (n = 0) for spon-
taneously scalarized black holes in EsGB theory with a quartic φ-G
coupling, for different ratios α/ζ = {0,−1,−2,−10}.

is pushed to intermediate masses. In general, for some fixed
ζ/α, solutions with large masses tend to be disfavoured by the
mG-ring bound while small-mass solutions are excluded by
the eht-imaging bound, and this holds independently of the
value of that ratio.

We note that, in this case, the solutions which are allowed
by the existing bounds of Table I emerge for M̂ < 0.85 or for
1.4 < α/M2. This is an improvement since the lower bound
on α/M2 is now much closer to the indicative theoretical and
experimental bounds mentioned earlier. Again, in the absence
of a bound on α/M2 specifically for the quartic EsGB model,
we cannot conclusively state whether Sagittarius A* can be a
spontaneously scalarized solution arising in the framework of
this model.

VI. THE EINSTEIN-MAXWELL-SCALAR THEORY

In the black-hole scenario there exists a wider class of
theories that also includes Einstein-Maxwell-scalar (EMS)
models as spontaneous-scalarization frameworks [126]. The
EMS model describes a scalar field non-minimally coupled to
Maxwell’s tensor, while being minimally coupled to gravity.
It has been shown that under certain assumptions black-hole
solutions appear to spontaneously scalarize [126–128]. For
small values of charge to mass ratio q, these solutions have
been demonstrated to be the endpoints of a dynamical evolu-
tion of unstable Reissner–Nordström (RN) solutions with the
same q within numerical error, while for larger values dynam-
ical scalarization decreases its value. The action functional
describing the EMS theory is given by:

S =
1
2κ

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
R −

1
2
∇αφ∇

αφ + f (φ)FµνFµν
]
. (42)

The theory we consider here admits the RN solution which is
scalar free. To accommodate this we require that asymptoti-

cally our theory must approach the RN solution, which trans-
lates to φ→ 0 and f (φ)→ −1, as r → ∞.

The Einstein, Maxwell and scalar field equations are pro-
duced by variation with respect to the metric tensor, the elec-
tromagnetic tensor and the scalar field respectively, and they
read

Gµν = Tµν , (43)

�φ + ḟ (φ)FµνFµν = 0 , (44)

∂µ
(√
−g f (φ) Fµν

)
= 0 , (45)

where the energy-momentum tensor contains contributions
from the scalar and electromagnetic field:

Tµν = −
1
4

gµν(∇φ)2 +
1
2
∇µφ∇νφ

+ f (φ)
[
1
2

gµνFµνFµν − 2gρσFµρFνσ

]
.

(46)

As in the curvature-induced scenario, for the model to be
continuously connected to GR, the property ḟ (φ0) = 0 should
be satisfied for some φ0. The coupling functions which we
will consider here satisfy the aforementioned properties and
are given by

fe(φ) = − e−αφ
2
, (47)

fq(φ) = − 1 + αφ2, (48)

fh(φ) = − cosh
(√
−2αφ

)
, (49)

where the coupling constant α is negative. In this case, by
taking perturbations of the scalar equation around a RN back-
ground, we find that the requirement for the emergence of a
tachyonic instability is equivalent to the condition f̈ (φ0)F2 >
0. Here, we consider a purely electric field, namely:

Aµdxµ = V(r) dt ⇒ FµνFµν < 0, (50)

which in turn requires f̈ (φ0) < 0. If we also integrate by parts,
a second condition is derived, namely φ ḟ (φ0) < 0.

In order to demonstrate the dependence of the shadow ra-
dius on the parameters of the theory, we fix α to different
negative values and allow for our code to scan the parame-
ter space for the values of q ≡ Qe/M, where Qe is the elec-
tric charge, for which scalarized solutions exist. The existence
line for scalarization is presented in the top left panel of Fig. 9.
To create this plot, we examine the linear stability of scalar
perturbations around the RN background. We decompose the
field perturbation as was described in Eq. (37) and we follow
the same procedure. Following this method, we determine
the scalarization thresholds for the first three modes, i.e. for
n = 0, n = 1 and n = 2. This yields the minimum value of |α|
for a fixed value of q for which we expect spontaneous scalar-
ization to occur. This value appears to be increasing as one
increases n. It is worth-pointing out that since the threshold of
scalarization corresponds to small values of φ, it is indepen-
dent of our choices of the coupling function accounting for the
fact that all of them become identical for small φ.
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FIG. 9. Top Left: Onset of scalarization for different overtone numbers. The threshold does not depend on the coupling function. Top Right:
Shadow radious for the fundamental mode for spontanesouly scalarized EMS black holes with an exponential coupling function f (φ) = −e−αφ

2
,

for an s-EM coupling with values α = {−5,−10,−20}. The solid line corresponds to the GR limit (RN). Bottom Left: Same as top right but
for a quadratic coupling function f (φ) = αφ2 − 1. Bottom right: Same as top right but for a hyperbolic coupling function of the form
f (φ) = − cosh(

√
−2αφ).

In the remaining three panels of Fig. 9, we present the
rescaled black-hole shadow rsh/M in terms of q for the three
coupling functions given in Eqs. (47)-(49). The scalarized so-
lutions depicted refer to the fundamental mode of the scalar
field with n = 0 and ` = 0. The black solid line in each of
the three plots corresponds to the shadow radius for RN black
holes with different parameters q. The value of it can be found
analytically to be:

rsh

M
=

√
9 − 8q2 + 3√

2 +
( √

9 − 8q2 − 3
)
/
(
2q2) . (51)

The coloured lines correspond to solutions with a different
value for the EMS coupling, namely α = {−5,−10,−20}. The
"×" symbol appearing in each coloured line corresponds to
the scalarization threshold for each α. For all three choices
of the coupling function we observe similar results: First, the
extremality limit can be exceeded for scalarized solutions, i.e.
solutions with q > 1 emerge. Second, the charge range ap-
pears to increase the more we increase the absolute value of

the coupling parameter. This confirms the results appearing in
[126–128].

The latter result effectively means that a larger domain in
the parameter space of q allows for solutions with a shadow
radius lying within the desired bounds. Indeed, as we observe
from the three plots of Fig. 9 for the three different forms of
the coupling function, an increase in |α| decreases the slope
of each solution line and thus increases the range of solutions
which fall in the white area. These solutions satisfy again all
bounds of Table I coming from the Sagittarius A* constraints.
The more ‘conservative’ bound, the eht-imaging one, clearly
favours solutions with small and up to intermediate values of
q. On the other hand, the more ‘liberal’ bound, the mG-ring
one, tends to favour solutions with intermediate and large val-
ues of the charge parameter including the ones beyond RN
extremality. According to these results, charged scalarized
solutions can be viable candidates for future-observed black
holes. However, on the average, they are expected to possess
a significant q parameter. This does not seem to be the case
with Sagittarius A* for which a very strict upper bound of
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q ≤ 8.6 × 10−11 has been derived [129, 130].

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The recent publication of black hole images by the EHT
collaboration gave rise to a novel way to probe the near hori-
zon regime of black holes that is a valuable and complimen-
tary way to test deviations from GR. The data available by the
EHT display a bright ring of emission which surrounds a dark
depression that is roughly the size of the black hole shadow.
In order to connect the size of the bright ring to the underly-
ing shadow, one has to use the mass-to-distance ratio which
for the supermassive black hole in the center of our galaxy
SgrA∗ is much more accurately known compared to the pre-
viously available M87∗ due to the proximity of SgrA∗ to the
Earth. For this reason, the bounds presented in the recent EHT
publication [97] are the strongest to date regarding black hole
metric deviations from GR in the near horizon regime from
black hole imaging. In this work, we used these bounds in
order to constrain a number of selected theories of modified
gravity whose overarching theme is that they predict the ex-
istence of black holes bestowed with non-trivial scalar field
profiles.

As there is no clear consensus yet on the spin parameter
of Sagittarius A*, we limited our analysis to the spherically
symmetric case. For this particular case, the deviation of the
black hole metric from the Schwarzschild scenario is quan-
tified by the fractional deviation δ whose bounds were an-
nounced in [97] and recreated in the present work in Table
I. Among the various choices displayed in the Table, we set-
tled with displaying the results of the image-domain feature
extraction procedure eht-imaging and the fitting to the ana-
lytic model mG-ring. Our choices were motivated by the fact
that these two constraints represent two very distinct method-
ologies. In addition, they lie at the two extremes of the spec-
trum of possible results, with the eht-imaging constraints be-
ing the most conservative ones allowing only for small devi-
ations from GR and the mG-ring constraints being the most
liberal ones favouring much larger deviations from GR.

Regarding the theories under consideration, we first fo-
cused on EsGB theory which is a well motivated modification
of GR that involves higher curvature terms. Our focus in sec-
tion IV was to study generic black holes with non-trivial scalar
hair that are regular from the horizon to infinity and for several
different choices for the scalar coupling function. We found
that, for the linear coupling, the parameter space of the theory
cannot be constrained by the EHT observations since the en-
tire range of solutions are either all allowed by the eht-imaging
constraint or excluded by the mG-ring constraints. However,
for the quadratic and exponential couplings, we found a dis-
tinctly different behaviour of the solutions with positive and
negative coupling parameter. The solutions derived for a pos-
itive coupling exhibit the same behaviour as in the linear cou-
pling case with the whole set of solutions being allowed by
the former EHT constraint and excluded by the latter. On the
other hand, solutions with a negative coupling extend over a
larger part of the parameter space and may thus be more ef-

fectively constrained by the EHT bounds. We also find that
special solutions for which the energy momentum tensor com-
ponent T r

r (r) can have a local maximum from the horizon to
infinity can only occur for the quadratic coupling in a way that
is consistent with the EHT results. In the context of this the-
ory, we also highlighted differences in the shadows between
black-holes and wormholes. However, a detailed analysis fea-
turing wormhole solutions is left for future work.

Subsequently, in sections V-VI we turned our attention to
spontaneous scalarization. We saw two different scenarios; in
the first one scalarization is associated with the compactness
of the object. In this case we examined in detail the effects on
the shadow radius, from the couplings of a scalar field with
curvature invariants (Ricci and GB). We saw that in principle
the EHT can place significant constraints on the theory de-
pending on the choices of the coupling parameters under ex-
amination. For the minimal EsRGB model we saw that there
exists a small region in the parameter space of solutions that
satisfies even the tightest combinations of the EHT bounds
presented in Table I. If we also allow for higher order operator
corrections in the EsGB coupling, then the allowed parameter
space widens due to the fact that the minimal black-hole mass
in this case is pushed towards zero.

Finally, in section VI we study scalarization as a result of a
non-minimal coupling of a scalar field with the Maxwell ten-
sor. Compared to the RN scenario, we were able to demon-
strate that scalarized EMS black holes allow for agreement
with the EHT bounds for a broader range of electric charges.
Additionally, solutions are retrieved beyond the GR extremal-
ity limit with shadow radii within the desired bounds.

Looking to the future, the Next Generation EHT (ngEHT)
project will provide us with significantly sharper images of
the shadow of supermassive black holes such as M87∗ and
SgrA∗ and also possibly real time video of the evolution of the
accretion disk around the black hole horizon. This will usher
a whole new era in fundamental physics in the strong gravity
regime while giving birth to a whole new field: imaging and
time resolution of black holes on horizon scales [131, 132]. It
remains to be seen if the preference for a smaller black hole
shadow than the one that is predicted in the Schwarzschild
case will persist in the next generation of experiments.
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Appendix A: Equations in EsRGB theory

Here we present the equations of motion in the general-
coupling case of the Einstein-scalar-Ricci-Gauss-Bonnet sce-
nario, as this includes all of the cases considered in sections
IV (by setting h(φ) = 0) and V. The spherically symmetric
ansatz we chose here has the following form:

ds2 = −A(r)dt2 + B(r)−1dr2 + r2dΩ2 . (A1)
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For this ansatz, the two independent gravitational equations
we use plus the scalar equation of motion read:

(t, t) : 16B2( ḟφ′′ + f̈φ′2
)

+ B′
[
24B ḟφ′ − 4(h + 1)r

− 2φ′
(
4 ḟ + ḣr2)] − B

[
r2φ′2 + 16 ḟφ′′ + 16 f̈φ′2

+ 4r2ḧφ′2 + 4ḣr
(
rφ′′ + 2φ′

)
+ 4(h + 1)

]
+ 4(h + 1) = 0 ,

(A2)

(r, r) : 24B2 ḟ A′φ′ + B
[
− 8 ḟ A′φ′ − 2ḣr2A′φ′

− 4(h + 1)rA′ + Arφ′
(
rφ′ − 8ḣ

)
− 4A(h + 1)

]
+ 4A(h + 1) = 0 ,

(A3)

(φ) : 2A2Br2φ′′ + 8AB2 ḟ A′′ − 4A2ḣ
(
rB′ + B − 1

)
+ φ′

(
A2r2B′ + 4A2Br + ABr2A′

)
− 4ABḣrA′

− 2ABA′′
(
4 ḟ + ḣr2) − AA′B′

(
4 ḟ + ḣr2)

+ 12AB ḟ A′B′ + BA′2
(
ḣr2 − 4(B − 1) ḟ

)
= 0 .

(A4)

Appendix B: Equations in EMS theory

For the EMS scalarization model discussed in VI, we use
the following metric ansatz (in order to be consistent with
[126, 127]):

ds2 = −N(r)e−2δ(r)dt2 + N(r)−1dr2 + r2dΩ2 (B1)

where N(r) = 1 − 2m(r)/r, with m(r) being the Misner-Sharp
mass [133].Then, the Einstein (tt and rr), scalar and electro-
magnetic equations (43)-(45) yield:

(t, t) : m′ −
1
8

r2
(
1 −

2m
r

)
φ′2 +

1
2

e2δr2 f V ′2 = 0 , (B2)

(r, r) : 4δ′ + rφ′2 = 0 , (B3)

(φ) : 4r (r − 2m)φ′′ + r2(2m − r)φ′3 − 8e2δr2V ′2 ḟ

+ 4
[
e2δr3 f V ′2 + rδ′(2m − r) − 2m + 2r

]
φ′ = 0 ,

(B4)

(em) : r2 f V ′ − e−δQe = 0 . (B5)

It is then straightforward to solve with respect to m′′ and φ′′,
which leaves with a system of ordinary differential equations
that can be integrated. The appropriate boundary conditions
are found by taking the near-horizon expansions of the func-
tions m, φ, δ, V .
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[130] M. Zajaček, A. Tursunov, A. Eckart, S. Britzen, E. Hack-
mann, V. Karas, Z. Stuchlík, B. Czerny, and J. A. Zensus,
J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 1258, 012031 (2019), arXiv:1812.03574
[astro-ph.GA].

[131] L. Blackburn et al., (2019), arXiv:1909.01411 [astro-ph.IM].
[132] S. Doeleman, in American Astronomical Society Meeting Ab-

stracts, American Astronomical Society Meeting Abstracts,
Vol. 53 (2021) p. 221.01.

[133] C. W. Misner and D. H. Sharp, Phys. Rev. 136, B571 (1964).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/312423
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/312423
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9912263
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833718
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833718
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.09409
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.101102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.101102
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.04193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202037813
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/202037813
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.07187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aav8137
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.10731
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.10731
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.3847/1538-4357/ab2ae0
http://arxiv.org/abs/1906.03099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab3727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stab3727
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.12687
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.12687
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.L101502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.L101502
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.06821
http://dx.doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/ac76ca
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.12274
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.77.064006
http://arxiv.org/abs/0704.2426
http://arxiv.org/abs/0704.2426
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.024033
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.13091
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.13091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1666161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2021.10.004
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.07101
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.99.024002
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.99.024002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.05653
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.084024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.084024
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.00907
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.024060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.024060
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.11189
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.084011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.05755
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.05755
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.024029
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.01684
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.01684
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.124022
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.06365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.064011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.05590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.024050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.024050
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.01153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024012
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.14985
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.124078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.124078
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.03644
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.044002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.044002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.04479
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.101102
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.05190
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.05190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ab23a1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/ab23a1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.05079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135493
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.00963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2182
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/mnras/sty2182
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.07327
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.07327
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1258/1/012031
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.03574
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.03574
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.01411
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.136.B571

	Constraining modified gravity theories with scalar fields using black-hole images
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II The EHT bounds
	III Shadow Radius of compact objects
	A Black holes
	B Wormholes

	IV The Einstein-Scalar-GB Theory
	A Black holes
	1 f1
	2 f2
	3 f3

	B Wormholes

	V Curvature-induced spontaneous scalarization
	A Minimal model
	B Quartic sGB coupling

	VI The Einstein-Maxwell-scalar Theory
	VII Conclusions
	 Acknowledgements
	A Equations in EsRGB theory
	B Equations in EMS theory
	 References


