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Accurately inferring black hole spin is crucial for understanding black hole dynamics and their
astrophysical environments. In this work, we outline a geometric method for spin estimation by
using the interferometric shape of the first photon ring (n = 1) as an approximation to the critical
curve, which, given an assumed value of the black hole inclination, is then mapped to a spin value.
While future space-based missions will capture a wealth of data on the first photon ring—including
the full angle-dependent diameter, angular brightness profile, and astrometric offset from the n = 0
ring—our analysis is restricted to using only two angle-dependent diameters to compute its shape
asymmetry and infer spin. Focusing on low inclinations and moderate-to-high spins, we test the
method across various emission models, baselines, and noise sources, including a mock space-based
observation. Although the size of the n = 1 ring depends on the emission model, its interferometric
shape remains a robust spin probe at low inclinations. We find that the inferred asymmetry of the
n = 1 image may be biased by the critical curve morphology, and it can be heavily skewed by the
presence of noise, whether astrophysical or instrumental. In low-noise limits at low viewing inclina-
tion, significant contributions from the n = 0 image at short baselines may lead to a downward bias
in asymmetry estimates. While our method can estimate high spins in noise-free time-averaged im-
ages, increasing the noise and astrophysical variability degrades the resulting constraints, providing
only lower bounds on the spin when applied to synthetic observed data. Remarkably, even using
only the ring’s asymmetry, we can establish lower bounds on the spin, underscoring the promise
of photon ring-based spin inference in future space-based very long baseline interferometry (VLBI)
missions, such as the proposed Black Hole Explorer (BHEX).

I. INTRODUCTION

Astrophysical black holes are thought to be charac-
terized by two parameters: their mass and angular mo-
mentum. That is, from the smallest to the largest black
holes in the universe, just two parameters fully describe
the geometry around them. Measuring these parameters
for astrophysical black holes is paramount to modern as-
trophysics, but is a highly non-trivial task.

Several black hole mass measurements have been car-
ried out to date with differing levels of precision. For
certain black holes, like Sgr A*, the supermassive black
hole (SMBH) at the center of our galaxy, the mass has
been measured with exquisite precision [1]. The mass of
M87*, the SMBH at the center of the galaxy Messier 87,
has been measured within a ∼ 20% error [2, 3]. In con-
trast, spin measurements have proved more difficult [4, 5].

Using gravitational observations, the spin of a remnant
black hole from a binary black hole merger can be fairly
well-measured [6]. In fact, for several binary configura-
tions, including two non-spinning black holes of compa-
rable mass, the spin is always around a∗ = 0.7, due to
balance between the orbital angular momentum that re-
mains at the time of merger and the fraction of angular
momentum radiated away. The individual spins of the
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pre-merger binary, on the other hand, are very challeng-
ing to measure. This is because during the inspiral, we
are better able to measure a combination of their indi-
vidual spins [7].

It is more challenging to measure spin via electromag-
netic observations [8, 9]. This is because the signal we ob-
serve depends on both the theory of gravity and the prop-
erties of the underlying plasma which produces the light
we observe. This is in sharp contrast with gravitational-
wave measurements, where the systematic error comes
from the methods employed in solving the Einstein field
equations, and the range of physical effects one is (and is
not) including when building waveform templates (e.g.,
whether or not one accounts for eccentricity or preces-
sion effects). On the electromagnetic side, the systematic
errors stem from the uncertainty in the specific proper-
ties of the surrounding material (such as, for example,
the composition and geometry of the emission region
or its magnetization state). Despite these tremendous
challenges posed by the uncertainty in the details of the
astrophysical environment surrounding BHs, spin mea-
surements have been provided for several astrophysical
sources, including supermassive black holes, where we
are currently blind in the gravitational spectrum [10].

The seminal measurements by the Event Horizon Tele-
scope (EHT) [4, 5, 11] have opened up a new window into
spin measurements of supermassive black holes [] (CITE).
Current measurements only provide weak bounds on the
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spin of these EHT sources [4, 5]. It is very likely that
precision spin measurements will require observations of
high spatial frequency Fourier components not accessible
on Earth-based baselines, but requiring space-based Very
Long Baseline Interferometry (VLBI) [12, 13].

The interferometric signal we observe from these su-
permassive black holes, is sourced by photons emitted in
its surrounding emission. These photons execute n half
orbits around the black hole before either falling in or
escaping to infinity and reaching our detectors. In the
image domain, n = 0 corresponds to a direct image of
the emission, while each successive n corresponds to a
distinct ring-like image of the emission which is expo-
nentially thinner than the last. As n increases, the shape
of each photon ring becomes less astrophysics-dependent
and asymptotes, in the limit n → ∞, to the (theoretical)
critical curve: an infinitely thin curve in the observer sky
whose shape depends only on spin of the black hole and
the observer’s inclination relative to the spin axis [14].

Some observational efforts aimed at measuring the
photon ring are expected to be conducted directly in
the Fourier domain. In this approach, the signal does
not maintain the clear (theoretical) separation of a to-
tal image into its constituent sub-images, labeled as
n = 0, 1, . . .. Rather, the total interferometric signal
is composed of interfering signals of the distinct photon
rings. In certain regions, due to the hierarchical thick-
ness of these rings, only the signal from a single ring
dominates, allowing for a measurement of the nth pho-
ton ring. In so-called transition regions [15, 16], the nth
photon ring’s interferometric signal is of the same or-
der of magnitude as that of n+ 1, and their interference
prevents a clean measurement of either. The structure of
the interferometric signal consists of a succession of these
regions of domination and transition: the n = 0 con-
tribution dominates on very short baselines, then there
is a transition to the n = 1 dominated region and so
on. In order to measure higher order photon rings, then,
one must carry out the observations at longer and longer
baselines, which is observationally challenging.

A precision measurement of spin becomes increasingly
simple at higher baselines since the degree of coupling
of the interferometric signal to the complex astrophysics
washes out. Since the higher-order photon rings asymp-
tote to the astrophysics-independent critical curve, such
measurements would provide a cleaner probe of the ge-
ometry around the black hole [17]. Indeed, the shape of
the critical curve (in units of the BH mass) is a function
of only the spin, a∗ = |J |/M , of the black hole and the
inclination, i∗, of the observer relative to its spin axis.
Its shape can therefore be seen as a mapping to the spin
and inclination of the underlying black hole.

In Ref. [18] it was shown how polar curves provide
a low-dimensional geometric representation of the black
hole critical curve, enabling parametric model fitting, di-
agnostics of its properties, and assessments of their con-
sistency with the Kerr solution. While accurately know-
ing its shape constrains mass, spin, and inclination only

to within degeneracies, independent measurements of any
one parameter can resolve the others, making possible in-
creasingly precise analyses for future observations.

The critical curve is, however, unobservable; it is in-
finitely thin and so has no observable interferometric
signal. Remarkably, it has been shown (e.g., Refs. [15,
19, 20]) that the shape of the n = 2 photon ring ap-
proximates the shape of the critical curve very well—on
the sub percent order—for a wide range of astrophysical
emission profiles. Consequently, a precision measurement
of the shape of the n = 2 photon ring could be used as an
approximation of the critical curve shape, which, in turn,
could itself be used to infer one or both of the underlying
geometric black hole parameters (a∗, i∗), depending on
whether its mass M is known.

Unfortunately, the n = 2 ring is already a challeng-
ing target for observations. This is because, for a broad
class of simulations of both M87∗ and Sgr A∗, its inter-
ferometric signal is expected to dominate at (very!) long
baselines (>∼ 150 Gλ). For example, for observations at
345 GHz, a baseline of 150 Gλ corresponds to a telescope
separation of approximately 10 Earth diameters, mak-
ing such measurements very challenging (and expensive)
with current technology.

The current target for planned space-based VLBI mis-
sions is the first (n = 1) photon ring, for which the inter-
ferometric signature dominates on earlier baselines, but
which is more coupled to the details of the astrophysics
surrounding the black hole than the n = 2 ring. Never-
theless, it was shown in Ref. [21] that for a large number
of astrophysical models of the surrounding emission, the
interferometric signature of the first photon ring exhibits
a characteristic ringing whose periodicity defines a shape
(inferred from the interferometric diameters) in visibility
space, which closely tracks that of the critical curve at
low inclinations. In Ref. [16], an inexpensive curve fitting
scheme was used to infer the shape of the first photon
ring in the presence of phenomenologically-modeled in-
strumental noise and astrophysical fluctuations, serving
as a proof-of-concept that observations of the shape of
the first-photon ring are feasible in practice, even when
employing simple data analysis techniques.

The spin inference method examined in this paper is
motivated by the above discussion. The method itself
consists of using photon ring shapes inferred from black
hole interferometric signals to approximate the shape of
the critical curve, which is then mapped onto a value of
spin. Both the shape inference scheme, an extension of
that employed in Refs. [15, 16], and the close tracking
of the n = 2 ring shape to the critical curve rest on the
assumption of low observer inclination (i∗ <∼ 45) [15].

By analytically computing critical curve shapes across
the parameter space 0 ≤ a∗ < 1, 0◦ < i∗ < 90◦, we
build an interpolative grid which performs the inverse
mapping, i.e., from a critical curve shape to a spin value.
The approximation is to use the inferred interferometric
shape of the first photon ring as input to this grid as a
proxy for a critical curve shape.
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Given that the baselines where the interferometric sig-
nal is dominated by the n = 1 photon ring depend on
the astrophysical emission profile—and given the lack of
detailed knowledge about the astrophysical properties of
targeted sources—we adopt an astrophysics-agnostic ap-
proach. This involves testing our spin inference scheme
across a wide range of astrophysical models, spanning
images with very thin photon rings to those with signif-
icantly thicker rings. By surveying a broad parameter
space, we aim to account for the diversity of potential
emission profiles around real astrophysical sources.

In addition to varying the astrophysical models, we
also consider several baseline windows in our analysis,
demonstrating that our inference method is not only ag-
nostic to the astrophysical assumptions but also to vari-
ations in observational configurations, such as receiver
frequency and the orbit of the space-based interferomet-
ric array. The overarching goal of this proof-of-concept
study is to evaluate the robustness of the particular ge-
ometric method used in this paper across diverse astro-
physical and observational scenarios, while identifying its
limitations and range of applicability.

We first consider noiseless time-averaged images of
black holes with underlying spin a∗ ∈ {0.5, 0.94} and low
inclination i∗ = 17◦—this particular choice of inclination
is motivated by observations of M87∗ [22]. We apply
our spin inference procedure using least-squares-inferred
photon ring shapes from interferometric signals spanning
140 profiles of equatorial emission. We show that for the
high spin case, a∗ = 0.94, the critical curve shape approx-
imation is sufficiently accurate at (very) long baselines
(u ∼ 300Gλ) to provide a distribution of inferred spins
centered on the true value a∗ with a 2σ error interval of
total width given by 5% of a∗, where, in this case, the er-
ror is quantifying the uncertainty introduced by varying
the model of emission, rather than the error of a mea-
surement. At short baselines (u <∼ 50Gλ), the peak of
the inferred spin distribution shifts to 5% away from the
true value, with a 2σ interval approximately three times
larger than the long baseline case. For a∗ = 0.5, the slow-
rotation of the BH necessitates an approximation of the
critical curve shape more accurate than that provided by
our inference scheme even at baselines where the n = 2
photon ring typically dominates, causing the accuracy
and precision of our inference scheme to substantially
degrade (even in the absence of noise and measurement
uncertainty).

We then employ a more statistically robust version
of our inference method to explicitly take into account
uncertainties in interferometric signals. We restrict this
analysis to the high spin case, a∗ = 0.94, and consider
two canonical emission models. We find that the per-
formance of the inference doesn’t significantly change
when introducing only instrument uncertainty in sim-
ulated visibility data. We also apply the method to a
simulated dataset of interferometric measurements using
ngEHTsim [23], which accounts for weather, instrumen-
tal effects, the space-based antenna size, satellite orbit,

number and positions of ground telescopes, and the ob-
servation duration. This type of synthetic data serves as
a proxy for future space-based VLBI missions, such as
the proposed Black Hole Explorer (BHEX) mission [12].
When applying this geometric model to these synthetic
observations, we find that the method breaks down, pro-
viding only lower bounds of 0.59 and 0.72 on the black
hole spin at the 3σ confidence level for the two canoncial
emission models.

Future spaced-based missions, such as BHEX, will
measure an abundance of information about the first pho-
ton ring: not only the overall size and shape of the ring
as a function of angle, but also its angular brightness
profile and the displacement of its centroid relative to
the n = 0 image. In contrast, the present analysis uti-
lizes only two observables—the minimum and maximum
orthogonal diameters—to probe the asymmetry of the
photon ring and infer spin.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section II provides a summary of the two methods em-
ployed in this paper to infer photon ring shapes and the
geometric model used for spin inference. In Sec. III, we
carry out a survey of the inference scheme over 140 emis-
sion models and two BH spins. We then consider the
performance of the scheme in the presence of noise and
measurement uncertainty in Sec. IV. We summarize our
results in Sec. V and provide a discussion of possible im-
provements of our inference scheme. In Appendix A, we
present another variant of our inference scheme, more
suited to Sgr A∗-like observations, which can be used to
infer both spin and inclination, assuming the BH mass is
known.

Throughout, we use an asterisk to denote the true
value of the geometric parameters (i.e., spin and inclina-
tion) corresponding to those specified in the underlying
simulations. The absence of an asterisk denotes either an
inferred parameter, or an assumed value of the observer
inclination used for spin inference.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

We begin this section by reviewing the methods we
employ for inferring photon ring shapes from simulated
black hole interferometric signals. We then describe the
interpolated grid built from critical curve shapes that we
use for spin inference.

A. A Phenomenological Source Model

We simulate black hole images using the Adaptive An-
alytical Raytracing (AART) code [24]. We outline the key
ingredients of the model and refer readers to Ref. [16]
for a comprehensive summary of the phenomenologi-
cal source model used in our image simulations, and to
Ref. [24] for the original implementation.
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We model an equatorial disk and with an emissivity
parameterized by Johnson’s standard unbounded (SU)
distribution,

JSU(r;µ, ϑ, γ) ≡
e−

1
2 [γ+arcsinh( r−µ

ϑ )]
2√

(r − µ)
2
+ ϑ2

, (1)

where the parameters, µ, ϑ, and γ control the loca-
tion, width and asymmetry, respectively, of the emis-
sion’s peak. This radial profile should be interpreted as a
proxy for a time-averaged black hole image, representing
the source intensity, denoted as Is. The observed inten-
sity, Io, at each pixel in the image, (α, β), is the sum of
contributions from all n photon rings that contribute to
that pixel. It is computed as Io = ζng

3
nIs, where ζ is a

“fudge” factor, aimed to account for neglected thickness
effects, and g represents the observed redshift [24].

Given a black hole image, we compute its complex ra-
dio visibility,

V (u) =

∫
Io(xo)e

−2πiu·xo d2xo, (2)

where xo denotes dimensionless sky coordinates of a dis-
tant observer at radius ro ≫ M , and u denotes the di-
mensionless vector of separation between telescopes in
the array, projected onto the plane perpendicular to
the line of sight and measured in units of the obser-
vational wavelength. Following Refs. [19, 24], V (u) is
computed not via the 2D Fourier transform (2), but
by applying the projection-slice theorem to obtain the
visibility amplitude |V (u, φ)| across fixed slices at po-
lar angle φ in the Fourier plane, which we normalize as
|V (0)| = 0.6 Jy since we are interested in modeling obser-
vations of M87∗ [25]. We also assume a mass-to-distance
ratio (M/ro)M87∗ = 3.62µas, and, for all the images used
in this work, a pixel resolution of 0.05M and an observer
screen of size [−25M, 25M ].

B. Photon Ring Shape Inference

In the previous section, we briefly discussed the source
model’s main ingredients and our main observable: the
visibility amplitude. We now describe two inference
methods used to analyze the simulated images in visi-
bility space: one which is computationally efficient and
thus suitable for analyzing a large number of images, and
another which is more statistically robust but also more
computationally expensive.

1. Inference Method I: Least Squares Curve Fitting

For a given image, there exists sufficiently long base-
lines u where 1/d ≪ u ≪ 1/w—here, d and w are the di-
ameter and width, respectively, of a ring. In this “univer-

sal regime,” the visibility amplitude takes on the form [20]

|V (u, φ)| =

√(
αL
φ

)2
+
(
αR
φ

)2
+ 2αL

φα
R
φ sin (2πdφu)

√
u

,

(3)

where α
L/R
φ encode the intensity of the ring, and dφ de-

notes its projected image-plane diameter. We extract
the projected diameters dφ from the visibility ampli-
tude across some baseline window u ∈ [u1, u2] Gλ using
SciPy’s curve_fit to perform a non-linear least squares
fit to the functional form

Vfit(u; dφ, α
L
φ, α

R
φ , p) = e−pu |V (u, φ)|, (4)

where we have included an additional parameter, p, to ac-
count for (exponential) decay in the signal at short base-
lines (u <∼ 100Gλ) [17]. At baselines where the n = 1
ring dominates, the dφ no longer describe image-plane
ring diameters, which are ill-defined for the first photon
ring due to its non-negligible width, but instead consti-
tute visibility-space diameters which describe the inter-
ferometric ringing of the signal [21].

As in Ref. [16], we carry out visibility amplitude fits to
obtain diameters dφ for 36 equally-spaced Fourier plane
angles φ ∈ {0◦, 5◦, . . . , 175◦}. For each slice, the fitted
dφ is not guaranteed to be a global minimum of the root-
mean-square deviation (RMSD), so we consider addi-
tional candidate ring diameters which are local minima of
the RMSD. This generates a family of curves called “cir-
clipses”, which, for a photon ring, has the GR-predicted
functional form [15, 26]:

dφ
2

= R0 +

√
R2

1 sin
2 (φ− φ0) +R2

2 cos
2 (φ− φ0), (5)

which represents the sum of a circle of radius R0 and an
ellipse with axes R1 and R2, while the additional phase
parameter φ0 accommodates potential rotations of the
image.

From the family of candidate circlipses, the “best” cir-
clipse is identified as the one with the lowest total RMSD
summed over its constituent diameters. We fit the best
circlipse to the functional form (5), obtaining the best fit
parameters R0, R1, and R2, from which we compute the
maximal, orthogonal ring diameters

d∥ = 2(R0 +R1), (6)
d⊥ = 2(R0 +R2), (7)

Together, these diameters define the fractional shape
asymmetry of the ring:

fA = 1− d⊥
d∥

=
R1 −R2

R0 +R1
. (8)

As explained in Ref. [16], not all fits attempted using
this method are successful, and some of those that are
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can be of a low quality. We maintain the threshold of
RMSD < 0.05%, chosen empirically, for a circlipse fit to
be deemed “successful” (and subsequently used for spin
inference).

2. Inference Method II: Markov Chain Monte Carlo
Simulations

The advantage of the fitting method described in the
previous section is that it is sufficiently fast (taking ∼ 1 s
to obtain an inferred circlipse) to carry out circlipse in-
ferences across the several emission profiles and baseline
windows studied in this paper, allowing us to understand
how varying the astrophysics affects the performance of
our spin inference procedure. However, we are also inter-
ested in the robustness of our inference procedure against
noise and measurement uncertainties, whose effects we
study by fixing the emission profile and using a series
of Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) simulations to
carefully propagate errors into the final spin estimate.

For a given model of the emission, we first run MCMC
simulations on the 36 simulated visibility amplitudes to
infer 36 sets of model parameters θvis = (dφ, α

L
φ, α

R
φ , pφ)

from the likelihood

Lvis(θvis) =
∏
i

1√
2πσ2

i

exp

(
− (Vi −mi(θvis))

2

2σ2
i

)
, (9)

where Vi and σi are the visibility amplitude data points
and 1σ errors for a given cut and the mi(θvis) are model
predictions using Eq. 4.

If the posterior distributions of the diameters dφ are all
single-peaked, there is only one inferred circlipse which
we proceed to fit to the functional form (5). Depending
on the baseline window, however, the 36 posterior distri-
butions of the dφ may be multi-peaked [16]. In this case,
the procedure for determining the “best” circlipse pro-
ceeds similarly to that described in Sec. II B 1. Therein,
the candidate diameters were the local minima of the
RMSD, whereas, in the MCMC approach, the candidate
diameters arise from secondary peaks in the posterior dis-
tributions of the dφ. For each posterior distribution, we
fit each peak therein to a Gaussian functional form to
obtain its central value and width, and compute the as-
sociated posterior probability from the total area under
the fitted curve. The result is a family of candidate cir-
clipses, from which we identify the best circlipse as that
with the largest product of posterior probabilities over
its constituent diameters.

Once the diameters and widths (dφ, σφ) of the best cir-
clipse have been obtained, we infer the circlipse parame-
ters θcirc = (R0, R1, R2, φ0) via another MCMC simula-

tion with likelihood

Lcirc(θcirc) =

175◦∏
φ=0◦

1√
2πσ2

φ

exp

(
− (dφ −mφ(θcirc))

2

2σ2
φ

)
,

(10)

where mφ(θcirc) are model predictions using Eq. 5. We
then compute the posterior distribution of the fractional
asymmetry by point-wise evaluation of Eq. 8 using the
sampling chains associated with the posterior distribu-
tions of R0, R1, and R2. Following this procedure, we al-
ways obtain a single-peaked posterior distribution of the
fractional asymmetry, which we again fit to a Gaussian
to obtain the location of its peak and its width.

From the inferred confidence interval for the fractional
asymmetry, we infer a central value of spin and its as-
sociated error using the predictive grid described in the
next section.

C. The Geometric Model: The Shape of the
Critical Curve

Since the critical curve [14] depends only on the geo-
metric parameters (black hole spin and inclination), we
use it as a proxy to infer these parameters. In the ob-
server’s sky, this (theoretical) curve represents the ap-
parent image of photon orbits that are asymptotically
bound. On the observer’s screen, (α, β), it forms a closed,
convex curve with an angular-dependent diameter dφ.

As in Ref. [17], we characterize the “shape” of the criti-
cal curve by the diameter-asymmetry pair (d||, fA), where
d|| denotes the maximum image-plane diameter parallel
to the spin axis of the black hole projected onto the ob-
server screen, e.g., d|| = dφ=90◦ (if the image is not ro-
tated), d⊥ = dφ=0◦ is the diameter perpendicular to the
projected spin axis, and fA ≡ 1− d⊥/d|| is the fractional
shape asymmetry.

We compute the shape of the critical curve for spin-
inclination pairs (a∗, i∗) where a∗ and i∗ take on 2000
equally-spaced values in the ranges [0.00001, 0.999999],
and [1◦, 90◦], respectively. For each spin-inclination pair,
we compute the corresponding critical curve, its diam-
eters d⊥ and d||, and its fractional asymmetry, which,
over the aforementioned parameter space, takes on val-
ues between 0% and 13.4%. We use this data to build
an interpolated grid of fractional asymmetry as a func-
tion of spin and inclination as shown in Fig. 1, wherein a
specified shape asymmetry has a corresponding contour
in the spin-inclination plane.

With this underlying theoretical model, our spin infer-
ence procedure consists of first inferring a photon ring
fractional asymmetry across some baseline window us-
ing either method described in Sec. II B. This inferred
asymmetry is then used as input to the grid depicted
in Fig. 1 (and thus as an approximation of underlying
critical curve’s shape asymmetry), defining some con-
tour in the spin-inclination plane. The estimated spin
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FIG. 1. Fractional shape asymmetry (8) contours interpolated
from critical curves with spin-inclination pairs (a∗, i∗), where
a∗ and i∗ take on 2, 000 equally-spaced values in the ranges
[0.00001, 0.999999], and [1◦, 90◦], respectively. The first (left-
most) contour corresponds to a critical curve fractional asym-
metry of 0.1%, while the subsequent contours have underlying
asymmetries 0.5%, 1.0%, . . . , 13.0%. The 0.0% asymmetry
contour lies on the y−axis, since the critical curve is circular
for a∗ = 0 at all inclinations 0◦ ≤ i ≤ 90◦.

is then given by the x-value of the intersection between
the asymmetry contour and the horizontal line defined
by some assumed value of the observer inclination i. If
there is no such intersection, this method fails to provide
a sharp prediction of the spin.

When performing spin inference in this paper, we will
assume observer inclinations i ∈ {15◦, 17◦, 19◦}, moti-
vated by the 2σ confidence interval of i = 17◦±2◦ for the
relative inclination of M87∗ obtained from data collected
by the EHT [22]. Unless otherwise stated, all other con-
fidence intervals stated in this paper are at the 2σ level.

Using the method described in Sec. II B, the inferred
diameters dφ are in units of microarcseconds, while the
critical curve diameters we compute are in units of the
BH mass. By depending only on the ratio d⊥/d||, the
fractional asymmetry is dimensionless, allowing us to
carry out spin inference without an additional assump-
tion about the mass of the underlying black hole.

For sources like Sgr A∗, where the mass is well con-
strained but not the inclination, an alternative version
of this inference procedure could be used. By assum-
ing the mass, one can convert inferred diameters into
units of the BH mass, overlay contours of both the in-
ferred shape asymmetry and the parallel diameter d|| in
the spin-inclination plane (e.g., Fig. 11), and infer both
spin and inclination by computing the x and y values of

Johnson SU Parameter Values
µ r−, r+/2, r+, 3r+/2, 2r+

γ −2,−1.5,−1, 0, 1, 1.5, 2

ϑ/M 0.25, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5

TABLE I. Johnson’s SU parameters for the 140 emission mod-
els considered in this paper, as shown in Fig. 4. The param-
eter µ controls the location of the peak of the emission, ϑ
the width of the peak, and γ its asymmetry. The outer/inner
event horizon radii are given by r± = M ±

√
M2 − a2.

the intersection between these two contours. We present
some results using this approach in App. A, where we
show that the inferred diameters dφ are far less robust
against changing the astrophysics (even in the absence
of noise) compared to the fractional asymmetry, causing
the inferred spin to vary significantly depending on the
choice of emission profile at short baselines.

Thus far, we have outlined our methods for simulating
black hole images and their corresponding visibility am-
plitudes, inferring a photon ring shape, and estimating
the black hole’s spin. In the remainder of this paper, we
apply this spin inference scheme to time-averaged black
hole images without noise and then to simulated obser-
vations.

III. SURVEY OVER ASTROPHYSICAL
EMISSION PROFILES

We first quantify the effect of varying the underlying
(astrophysical) model of emission on the performance of
our spin inference method. We attempt spin inference for
black holes with underlying inclination i∗ = 17◦, spins
a∗ ∈ {0.5, 0.94}, and 140 equatorial emission profiles as
specified in Tab. I.

Using AART, we simulate the interferometric signature
of a black hole with spin a∗, inclination i∗, and equato-
rial emission profile (µ, γ, ϑ) belonging to the parameter
space specified in Tab. I. Using the least-squares inference
scheme described in Sec. II B 1, we infer from the interfer-
ometric signal a fractional shape asymmetry across four
baseline windows: [20, 40]Gλ, [30, 50]Gλ, [80, 100]Gλ,
[280, 300]Gλ. These windows were selected to cover ob-
servations that range from a baseline window near the
n = 0 to n = 1 transition to a baseline window primarily
dominated by n = 2 for most astrophysical profiles. For
instance, at 230 GHz, a baseline of 40 Gλ corresponds to
a telescope separation of approximately 4 Earth diame-
ters. We then attempt spin inference by using the in-
ferred asymmetry as input to the grid depicted in Fig. 1,
assuming we know the underlying inclination i∗ = 17◦

exactly.
We show in Fig. 2 the range of inferred shape asymme-

tries over all the emission profiles across the baseline win-
dows [20, 40]Gλ and [280, 300]Gλ, and the critical curve
asymmetry for underlying spins a∗ = 0.5 (left panel) and
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FIG. 2. Contour bands in the spin-inclination plane for the photon ring shape asymmetries inferred across the baseline windows
[20, 40]Gλ (green and where the n = 1 photon ring typically dominates the signal) and [280, 300]Gλ (orange and where the
n = 2 photon ring typically dominates the signal) with underlying spins a∗ = 0.5 (left) and a∗ = 0.94 (right). Each band
indicates the range of inferred asymmetries: the left and right edge of each band is given by the minimum and maximum
inferred asymmetry, respectively, while the region in between is filled in for visual clarity. Here (and in subsequent figures)
“Truth” denotes the point (a∗, i∗). The black dashed lines denote the fractional asymmetry of the underlying critical curve
circlipses—by construction, the closer any inferred asymmetry is to this value, the more accurate the spin inference. For the
underlying spin a∗ = 0.5, the critical curve asymmetry is 0.13% and the minimum and maximum inferred asymmetries are
(0.21%, 1.30%) across [20, 40]Gλ, and (0.05%, 0.52%) across [280, 300]Gλ. For a∗ = 0.94, the critical curve asymmetry is
1.02%, and the minimum and maximum inferred asymmetries are (0.56%, 1.13%) across [20, 40]Gλ, and (0.75%, 1.18%) across
[280, 300]Gλ.

a∗ = 0.94 (right panel). Each band represents only the
range of inferred asymmetries—their distribution con-
sists of a discrete set of contours which lie completely
within a given band. We then obtain the distributions
of inferred spins shown in Fig. 3, and whose summary
statistics are listed in Tab. II, by finding the intersection
of each contour in a given band with the horizontal line
i = 17◦.

For an underlying spin of a∗ = 0.5, we find that al-
though increasing the baseline tends to make the spin
inference more accurate, i.e., the central value of the in-
ferred spin distributions move towards the true value as
shown in Fig. 3, there is not an accompanying decrease in
sensitivity to the choice of emission profile since the width
of the distributions remain comparably large. Across the
window [20, 40]Gλ, the spin inference is both inaccurate
and imprecise: the central value of the inferred spin dis-
tribution is ∼ 50% larger than the true value with a 2σ
width given by 70% of the true spin value. Across the
longer-baseline window [280, 300]Gλ, the method is sim-
ilarly imprecise but somewhat more accurate, with the

center of the distribution 14% larger than the true spin
value.

The breakdown of our spin inference method in this
case can be attributed to the increased degeneracy of
the critical curve shape at lower values of the spin pa-
rameter (with fixed i∗ = 17◦) coupled with less accu-
rate ring shape inferences. As the spin of the underlying
black hole decreases to zero, the critical curve circular-
izes and its shape asymmetry changes less for fixed in-
crements of spin. Consequently, for lower values of a∗,
one requires an increasingly accurate approximation of
the critical curve shape to infer spin within a fixed level
of accuracy using this method—this can also be seen in
Fig. 1, wherein fixed intervals of asymmetry have cor-
responding contours which are increasingly separated at
low spins. Meanwhile, at this value of spin, our shape
inference scheme is both less accurate and less precise.
For example, in the case a∗ = 0.5 and i∗ = 17◦, the crit-
ical curve asymmetry is 0.13%, while, across the range
of emission profiles here considered, we infer a range of
shape asymmetries fA ∈ [0.21%, 1.30%] across the base-
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a∗ = 0.5 a∗ = 0.94

Baseline
Window

Inferred
Spin

Successful
Profiles

Inferred
Spin

Successful
Profiles

[20, 40]Gλ 0.75+0.19
−0.16 33% 0.89+0.06

−0.07 38%

[30, 50]Gλ 0.65+0.23
−0.17 61% 0.89+0.06

−0.08 59%

[80, 100]Gλ 0.47+0.2
−0.08 48% 0.88+0.09

−0.07 69%

[280, 300]Gλ 0.57+0.19
−0.19 72% 0.94+0.02

−0.03 69%

TABLE II. Spin inference results for the survey over the
140 emission profiles listed in Tab. I with underlying spins
a∗ = 0.5 and a∗ = 0.94. We use a Gaussian kernel density
estimator on the histograms shown in Fig. 3 to estimate a 2σ
confidence interval for the spin, listed as ± values around the
central 50% spin estimate. The errors quoted here are sourced
by varying the model of emission (and not due to measure-
ment uncertainties as considered in Sec. IV). We also list the
percentage of emission profiles for which we successfully in-
ferred a spin value.

line window [20, 40]Gλ, which doesn’t include the crit-
ical curve asymmetry and which is more than twice as
large as the range inferred for a∗ = 0.94 across the same
baseline window (which does include the corresponding
critical curve asymmetry).

For an underlying spin of a∗ = 0.94, the inference
scheme is more accurate and robust against changes
in the emission model. The central value of the spin
distribution inferred across the window [20, 40]Gλ is
∼ 5% less than the true value, while, for the window
[280, 300]Gλ, the central value matches the true value
exactly. We also see that, as expected, the spin inferred
across [280, 300]Gλ, where the n = 2 ring typically dom-
inates, has a narrower 2σ interval than the n = 1 dom-
inated windows, indicating that the shape (and hence
spin) inferred in this regime is both more accurate and
varies less with changes in the emission model.

In the rapidly-rotating case, the spin distributions in-
ferred across the typically n = 1 dominated windows
[20, 40]Gλ, [30, 50]Gλ, and [80, 100]Gλ do not vary sig-
nificantly in either their central value or width. This sug-
gests that, using this method, there isn’t much advantage
gained (on average) in terms of accuracy by increasing
the observational baseline. Rather, we see from the val-
ues listed in Tab. II that the main effect of increasing the
baseline in this study is to increase the fraction of the
140 emission profiles for which we were able to success-
fully infer spin. This effect appears most pronounced at
short baselines: shifting the baseline by only 10Gλ from
[20, 40]Gλ to [30, 50]Gλ increased the percentage of suc-
cessful inferences from 38% of the 140 emission profiles

to 59%, while shifting the baseline by another 50Gλ only
led to a further additive increase of 10%.

The sensitivity of the spin inference success rate to the
baseline is largely due to regions of transition in the vis-
ibility amplitude [15, 16], where our photon ring shape
inference scheme breaks down. We plot in Fig. 4 the 140
emission profiles listed in Tab. I as a function of (Boyer-
Lindquist) source radius, highlighting in blue the profiles
for which spin inference was successful across the win-
dows [20, 40]Gλ and [80, 100]Gλ, and in red those for
which the inference was unsuccessful. Across the window
at shorter baselines, the more rapidly decaying profiles
tend to be in regions of transition, and, consequently, the
inference procedure fails for such profiles. Across the win-
dow at longer baselines, the success rate for these profiles
increases since they have entered the n = 1 dominated
regime, contributing to the overall increase of 31% in the
spin inference success rate between these two windows.

IV. MEASUREMENT UNCERTAINTY AND
NOISE PROPAGATION

We now provide a proof-of-concept example of data
analysis techniques that can be used to apply our spin
inference method to realistic visibility amplitude data by
explicitly accounting for measurement errors. We simu-
late data from a source with fixed spin, inclination, and
emission model, and then attempt spin inference.

In Sec. IVA, we consider AART-simulated visibility
amplitudes with artificially-introduced measurement er-
rors which are propagated into the spin inference using
the MCMC-based method described in Sec. II B 2. In
Sec. IV B, we consider more comprehensive sources of
measurement errors by applying the same data analysis
techniques to attempt spin inference from simulated vis-
ibility data from observational forecasts.

A. Measurement Uncertainty in Purely
AART-simulated Visibilities

We fix the underlying black hole spin and inclination to
be a∗ = 0.94 and i∗ = 17◦, respectively, and the emission
profile to have JSU parameters µ = r−, ϑ = 0.5M , and
γ = −1.5M , for which the simulated visibility profile
(shown in Fig. 1 of Ref. [16]) is broadly consistent with
the EHT results of M87∗ on Earth baselines [19].

For each baseline cut φ, we assign to each point of
the simulated visibility amplitude a uniform uncertainty
given by 33% of the power across the given baseline win-
dow. Using a constant fractional error (rather than a con-
stant absolute error) can cause the maximum-likelihood
solution to deviate from a unit-weight fit, and such a
model does not accurately capture VLBI thermal noise,
which is generally source-model independent and can
vary with antenna elevation and atmospheric conditions.
Nonetheless, this simplified approach provides a tractable
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FIG. 3. Distributions of the spin inferred across the baseline windows [20, 40]Gλ (green), [80, 100]Gλ (purple), and [280, 300]Gλ
(orange) with underlying spins a∗ = 0.5 (left) and a∗ = 0.94 (right). Each histogram has a corresponding set of inferred
asymmetries (which lie within bands like those depicted in Fig. 2) from which the spin distribution is obtained by finding the
point of intersection of each asymmetry contour with the horizontal line i = 17◦ in the spin-inclination plane. Estimated 2σ
error intervals for each distribution are listed in Tab. II.

way to test our spin-inference framework under a con-
trolled noise prescription.

Given the simulated visibility amplitude and errors,
we run MCMC simulations to obtain posterior distribu-
tions of the visibility amplitude fit parameters (3), using
a Gaussian likelihood (9) which penalizes points with a
larger relative uncertainty. In this case, the posterior dis-
tribution of each diameter dφ is single-peaked—we plot in
the left panel of Fig. 5 the inferred diameters dφ and their
corresponding 1σ errors, σφ, obtained from fits across the
baseline window [20, 40]Gλ. The inferred diameters cor-
respond to the 50th percentile of each posterior distribu-
tion, obtained by fitting the distribution to a Gaussian
functional form whose width gives the corresponding 1σ
error.

The pairs (dφ, σφ) are then used as input to another
MCMC simulation (with likelihood given by Eq. 10) to
obtain posterior distributions of the circlipse parameters
(5), from which the posterior distribution of the frac-
tional asymmetry is obtained by point-wise evaluation of
Eq. 8. The resulting best-fit circlipse is plotted in red in
the left panel of Fig. 5, while in the right panel we plot the
posterior distribution of the fractional asymmetry with
vertical dashed lines corresponding to a 2σ confidence
interval, i.e., the 2.5%, 50% and 97.5% percentiles, in
this case given by asymmetry values 0.48%, 0.70%, and
0.92%, respectively. These values of the shape asymme-

try are then used as input to the predictive grid (shown
in Fig. 1) to infer spin—we plot in Fig. 6 inference bands
which span the 2σ confidence interval of the fractional
asymmetry, with the central dashed contour correspond-
ing to the 50th percentile.

We illustrate in Fig. 6 the spin inference procedure
when assuming we know the underlying inclination i∗ =
17◦ exactly. The intersection of the 2.5%, 50% and 97.5%
percentile contours with the horizontal line i = 17◦ in the
spin-inclination plane give a 2σ prediction of the black
hole spin, which is a = 0.86+0.06

−0.08 from fits across the win-
dow [20, 40]Gλ, and a = 0.89+0.05

−0.06 for the same analysis
repeated across [30, 50]Gλ—these 2σ ranges are shaded
in blue in Fig. 6. To account for the uncertainty in the
inclination, we repeat the same process with assumed in-
clinations i = 15◦ and i = 19◦, obtaining for each a 2σ
interval for the inferred spin. The inferred spin with an
inclination prior i = 17◦ ± 2◦ then has a central value
given by that when assuming i = 17◦, while the lower
and upper bound on the 2σ confidence interval are given
by those when assuming i = 19◦ and i = 15◦, respec-
tively. We list in Tab. III the inferred spin when as-
suming the inclination prior is exact (first column) and
when accounting for its 2σ confidence interval (second
column). Results are not presented for the baseline win-
dow [80, 100]Gλ since, across this window, the visibility
amplitude is in a transition between n = 1 and n = 2 for
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FIG. 4. Equatorial JSU(r;µ, ϑ, γ) emission profiles as a function of the Boyer–Lindquist radius for the 140 profiles listed in
Tab. I. The blue curves correspond to profiles for which spin inference from the corresponding visibility amplitude across the
baseline windows [20, 40]Gλ (left) and [80, 100]Gλ (right) was successful, while red denotes unsuccessful inferences. In all
cases, the underlying black hole has spin a∗ = 0.94 and inclination i∗ = 17◦. The dash-dotted grey lines denote the location of
the inner/outer event horizons r± and the inner-most stable circle orbit rms. As listed in Tab. II, spin inference was successful
across [20, 40]Gλ for 38% of the emission profiles, compared to 69% across [80, 100]Gλ.

certain baseline angles (e.g., see Fig. 3 of Ref. [16]), caus-
ing the circlipse inference (and hence the spin inference)
to fail in this case.

The central values of the spin inferred across the base-
line windows [20, 40]Gλ, [30, 50]Gλ, and [280, 300]Gλ
are 9%, 5%, and 0%, respectively, lower than the true
spin value (i.e., there is a systematic offset), while the
total width of the 2σ confidence intervals are 16%, 12%
and 7%, respectively, of their central values. Only at
the 3σ level does the [20, 40]Gλ inferred spin confidence
interval contain the true value—this interval is given by
0.86+0.08

−0.15, which has a total width which is 27% of its cen-
tral value. We see from the final column in Tab. III that
the effect of accounting for the 2σ error in the inclination
is to increase the width of the 2σ confidence interval for
the inferred spin by a factor of approximately two.

B. Black Hole Spin Inference from Synthetic
Observations

Thus far we have considered simulations based on time-
averaged images. We now consider black hole movies gen-
erated by AART in slow-light mode. The time and spatial
variability in the model outlined in Sec. II are driven
by an inhomogeneous, anisotropic, and time-dependent

Gaussian random field (GRF), which is modeled using
the inoisy code [27]. The spatio-temporal correlations
of this field follow a Keplerian-like scaling, meaning that
the correlation structure of the variability is proportional
to the spatial structure. For the details, we refer the
reader to Ref. [24].

Following the notation of Ref. [24], we assume the par-
ticles in the disk follow pure geodesic circular Keplerian
orbits and the following correlation scales: λ0 = 2π/ΩK,
λ1 = 5rs , λ2 = 0.1rs, where rs denotes the source ra-
dius and ΩK the Keplerian frequency. The anisotropy
direction (the opening angle of the spiral features of the
emission) is θ ̸ = 20◦. The underlying inoisy simula-
tions were run on a regular Cartesian grid (ts, xs, ys) of
size 2048×1024×1024. Specifically, for each of the spatial
coordinates (xs, ys) in the equatorial disk, we uniformly
placed 1024 pixels within the range [−30M, 30M ], re-
sulting in a resolution of about 0.06M , whereas for the
time coordinate we placed 2048 grid points uniformly dis-
tributed within the range [0M, 5000M ], resulting in a
cadence of 2.44M .

Once a realization of the GRF, F(x, y, t), is generated,
black hole movies are produced by multiplying the source
intensity, Is = JSU, by this inhomogeneous, anisotropic,
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FIG. 5. Left: Inferred diameters and their 1σ error bars (blue), obtained from MCMC-based fits of AART-simulated visibility
amplitudes along the 36 cuts φ = {0◦, 5◦, . . . , 175◦} across the baseline window [20, 40]Gλ (with artificially-prescribed errors
as explained in Sec. IVA). In dashed red we plot the best-fit circlipse (5). The underlying black hole has spin a∗ = 0.94,
inclination i∗ = 17◦ and JSU emission profile parameterized by µ = r−, σ = 0.5M , and γ = −1.5M . Right: Posterior
distribution (blue) of the fractional asymmetry, obtained via point-wise evaluation of Eq. 8 using the posterior distributions
of the circlipse parameters (R0, R1, R2). The black dashed lines correspond to the 2.5%, 50% and 97.5% percentiles of the
posterior distribution, given by 0.48%, 0.70%, and 0.92%, respectively.

i = 17◦ i = 17◦ ± 2◦

Baseline
Window

Inferred
Spin

Inferred
Spin

[20, 40]Gλ 0.86+0.06
−0.08 0.86+0.1

−0.13

[30, 50]Gλ 0.89+0.05
−0.06 0.89+0.1

−0.11

[280, 300]Gλ 0.94+0.03
−0.04 0.94+0.06

−0.08

TABLE III. Spin inference results using the MCMC-based in-
ference method described in Sec. II B 2 on simulated visibility
amplitudes with uniform pointwise measurement uncertainty
given by 33% of the signal power for a given radon cut φ across
a given baseline window. The underlying black hole has spin
a∗ = 0.94, inclination i∗ = 17◦ and JSU emission profile pa-
rameterized by µ = r−, σ = 0.5M , and γ = −1.5M . The
first column corresponds to spin inference when assuming the
inclination is known exactly, i.e., i = i∗, while the second col-
umn assumes the confidence interval i = i∗ ± 2◦.

time-dependent field, as follows [24]:

Is(x, y, t) ⇒ Is(r)× exp
[
σscale ×F(x, y, t)− σ

1/2
scale

]
,

(11)
where σscale is a fluctuation scale factor that controls
the variability of the fluctuations. When σscale = 0, the
model reduces to the time-averaged version described in
Sec. II.

We study two simulations, both with a∗ = 0.94 and
i∗ = 17◦: Simulation A, with parameters (µ = r−, ϑ =
0.5M,γ = −1.5M) and σscale = 0.4; and Simulation
B, with parameters (µ = 1.5M,ϑ = 1.0M,γ = 0)
and σscale = 0.3. Simulation A corresponds to the
emissivity profile studied in Sec. IVA, while Simula-
tion B uses a different profile that reaches the “univer-
sal regime” more quickly and exhibits less variability.
From these two simulations we mock an observation us-
ing ngEHTsim [23], a VLBI synthetic data pipeline built
around eht-imaging [28] that models realistic weather
and instrument corruptions to interferometric data. In
each case, we rescale each movie so that the average to-
tal flux at each frequency matches the benchmark values
in Johnson et al. [12].

We simulate a BHEX-like campaign on M87* using
three months of observations every three days, beginning
January 1st, 2031. These observations assume gain am-
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FIG. 6. 2σ inferred asymmetry contour bands (red) with leftmost, central, and rightmost contours given, respectively, by the
2.5%, 50% and 97.5% percentiles of the fractional asymmetry posterior distribution, shown in the right panel of Fig. 5 for the
baseline window [20, 40]Gλ (left), and obtained similarly for [30, 50]Gλ (right). We illustrate spin inference when assuming the
true underlying inclination i∗ = 17◦ is known exactly: the intersection between the grey dashed horizontal line i = 17◦ with
each asymmetry contour, shown as black dots, provide the 2σ prediction for the spin shaded in blue. The grey shaded region
corresponds to the inclination prior i = 17◦ ± 2◦, in which case the resulting 2σ spin inference has a lower bound given by that
when repeating the above procedure for i = 19◦, a central value given by that when assuming i = 17◦, and upper bound given
by that when assuming i = 15◦.

plitudes are estimable, but assumes no gain phase in-
formation is recovered. The resulting error is thermal
noise on the complex visibility observed on a single base-
line, which includes contributions from both instrumental
and atmospheric contributions at each station. We sim-
ulate observations with ngEHTsim [29] using Frequency
Phase Transfer from a low band tuned to 86 GHz (here-
after, the “low band”), and a high band with two side-
bands, centered at 251.5 GHz and 267.5 GHz (hereafter,
the “high band”). This setup follows the projected re-
ceiver architecture outlined in Ref. [30]. These simu-
lations assume co-observation from VLBI observatories
on Earth, namely the Green Bank Telescope (low band
only), Haystack Observatory (low band only), Yebes Ob-
servatory (low band only), the IRAM 30m Telescope
(low and high bands), the Submillimeter Telescope (high
band only), the James Clark Maxwell Telescope (low and
high band), the Submillimeter Array (high band only),
the Northern Extended Millimetre Array (low and high
band), the Greenland Telescope (high band only), the
Large Millimeter Telescope (low and high band), the Ko-
rean VLBI Network’s Pyeongchang and Yonsei dishes
(low and high band), and the African Millimeter Tele-
scope (low and high band) in its planned Namibia loca-

tion. An example of a snapshot from Simulation B and
the resulting interferometric data are shown in Fig. 7.

In order to estimate average properties of the sky mor-
phology, we average data across the campaign using a
greedy scheme that seeks clusters of (u, v) points. In de-
tail, we first choose a evaluation radius ρeval ≡ 0.5Gλ over
which we wish to gather amplitudes for averaging. We
then convolve the measured (u, v) points in the campaign
with a disk of radius ρeval and rasterize the convolution
onto a grid of 0.1 Gλ resolution. The “greedy” averaging
corresponds to finding peaks in this density map, averag-
ing all observations within ρeval of each peak, removing
these points from the density map, and continuing until
only single measurements remain. During averaging, am-
plitudes are weighted by the inverse of the combined sam-
ple and thermal variance after cutting integrations with
an estimated thermal noise greater than 10 mJy; in this
way, long integrations dominated by bright skies in poor
weather are removed, while intrinsic variation smooths
contributions from observations with different signal-to-
noise ratio. Lastly, we separate the resulting visibilities
into angular bins of size 10◦ in the (u, v) plane, giving
a total of 18 Fourier angles (down from 36 as obtained
from the AART simulations in the previous sections). For
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FIG. 7. Example synthetic data from the campaign observation pipeline. Left: example image from the AART movie (Simulation
B). Middle: example single-night (u, v) coverage observing the image on the left. Right: corresponding campaign-averaged
visibility amplitudes, constructed from 30 nights of observations every three days starting January 1, 2030. Gray points show
ground data, and error bars on the right indicate errors on the mean amplitude. For the analysis presented in Sec. IVB, we
have only used the space-based data.

the following analysis, we will only consider data from
the high band.

We plot in Fig. 8 the binned visibility amplitude data
along cuts φ = 0◦ (left) and φ = 90◦ (right) for Simula-
tion A. In addition to the more comprehensive sources of
noise and uncertainty and the reduction in the number
of Fourier angles from 36 to 18, this data differs from
the time-averaged simulations in the previous sections in
that the visibility amplitudes along the various cuts no
longer all span the same baseline window.

Having averaged and binned the visibility data, the
spin inference approach is broadly the same as in
Sec. IV A. We first infer diameters dφ and their 1σ er-
ror from their posterior distributions—the best visibil-
ity amplitude fits for φ = 0◦ and φ = 90◦ are plotted
as black dashed curves in Fig. 8. As was the case for
the baseline window [280, 300]Gλ in Sec. IV A, we obtain
multi-peaked posterior distributions of the diameters dφ,
yielding two candidate circlipses for each simulation as
shown in Fig. 9—the color bar therein corresponds to
the posterior probability of each diameter.

We see in Fig. 9 that for the synthetic observations, the
multi-peaked posterior distributions of the diameters dφ
no longer all contain the same number of peaks; across
certain angles φ, some candidate circlipses do not have
an inferred diameter. To determine the most probable
of the two candidate circlipses for a given simulation,
we first identify the subset of angles φ for which each
circlipse has a constituent diameter (i.e., the angles for
which there are exactly two candidate diameters). For
each circlipse, we compute the product of the diameter
posterior probabilities over these angles, and identify the
circlipse with the largest product as the most probable.
We then use the distribution (dφ, σφ) of this circlipse
as input to the MCMC simulation for the circlipse fit
parameters. We plot as black dashed curves in Fig. 9
the best fit curves to each candidate circlipse, with the

darkest curve being the fit to the most probable circlipse.
From the posterior distribution of the best circlipse

fit parameters for each simulation, we obtain a single-
peaked fractional asymmetry posterior distribution. We
plot in Fig. 10 asymmetry bands corresponding to a 2σ
confidence interval for the inferred asymmetry for each
simulation. In both cases, the bands do not intersect
with any horizontal lines of fixed inclination for i ≤ 19◦,
meaning that our spin inference method fails to give a
prediction for the spin with the inclination prior i = 17◦±
2◦.

For the time-averaged visibility amplitudes studied in
Sec. IV A, we inferred a 2σ confidence interval fA ∈
[0.48%, 0.92%]. In contrast, the ring shape inference
scheme applied to the mock simulation A yielded an in-
creased asymmetry estimate fA ∈ [2.6%, 4.0%] at the 2σ
level. This jump shifts the red inference bands in Fig. 6
upward to those shown in Fig. 10, where our critical-
curve-based inference scheme finds such a high shape
asymmetry to be incompatible with the prior inclina-
tion i = 17◦ ± 2◦. Nevertheless, we can still place lower
bounds on the spin from these synthetic observations.
Specifically, the lowest spin consistent with each inferred
asymmetry band in Fig. 10 is given by the x-coordinate
where the left edge of the band intersects the horizontal
line i = 90◦. For Simulations A and B, this yields lower
bounds on the spin of 0.64 and 0.68, respectively, at the
2σ level and 0.59 and 0.72 at the 3σ level.

With the chosen parameters for ngEHTsim and the in-
ference methods we used, we were unable to infer a distri-
bution of the spin parameter from Simulation A nor Sim-
ulation B, as was done in previous examples. There may
be multiple reasons for this, and, in this work, we did not
specifically tune the parameters to achieve a stronger spin
constraint using our method. Instead, the two emission
models, along with the selected ngEHTsim parameters,
primarily serve as a proof-of-concept application of the
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FIG. 8. Simulation A binned visibility amplitude along cuts φ = 0◦ (left) and φ = 90◦ (right), their associated errors, and
their MCMC-based fits to the functional form (4) (black dashed).

FIG. 9. Candidate diameters (scatter points) for Simulation A (left) and Simulation B (right), obtained by fitting all peaks in
the posterior distribution for dφ along each cut φ ∈ {0◦, 10◦, . . . , 170◦} to a Gaussian functional form, whose width determines
the 1σ error bars for each diameter, and whose total area gives the posterior probability associated with a given diameter as
indicated by the colorbar. We plot in black the best MCMC-based fits to the circlipse functional form (5), and in the darker
shade the most probable of the candidate circlipses for each simulation.
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FIG. 10. 2σ inferred asymmetry bands for Simulation A (red)
and Simulation B (blue). The inner, central (dashed), and
outer contours for each band correspond to the 2.5%, 50% and
97.5% percentiles of the fractional shape asymmetry posterior
distribution, given, respectively, by 2.6%, 3.3%, and 4.0% for
Simulation A, and by 4.4%, 5.9%, and 7.5% for Simulation
B. The grey shaded region denotes the inclination prior i =
17◦ ± 2◦.

particular ring shape and parameter inference schemes
employed in this paper. While the observation param-
eters are based on educated assumptions, their optimal
values remain to be determined in future studies. Conse-
quently, the results presented here should be viewed as il-
lustrative examples highlighting the methodology, rather
than a demonstration of the inference capabilities of a
potential BHEX-like mission.

We emphasize that a less variable model could have
been chosen since we do not yet know whether future-
targeted sources will exhibit the level of variability as-
sumed here. Similarly, our chosen number of observation
nights, frequencies, and Earth-based nodes may not be
fully representative of the eventual telescope configura-
tion. Moreover, there are caveats associated with quoting
these lower bounds. A sufficiently noisy dataset might
inflate the inferred shape asymmetry, pushing the infer-
ence bands toward larger spin values even when the true
spin is lower. In a less extreme scenario—as noted in
Sec. III—the asymmetry for lower intrinsic spins can still
be overestimated at baselines ∼ 300Gλ, causing the true
spin to lie outside the stated lower bound. Therefore, in
presenting these lower bounds, we implicitly assume that
when using our method: (a) spin inference is carried out
in the low-inclination, rapidly-rotating regime where the
method performs best (Sec. III); and (b) although the
fractional asymmetry constraints in this section are inac-

curate and do not include those obtained in the noiseless
case, they nevertheless remain informative insofar as the
visibility amplitude and circlipse fits are not rendered
meaningless by excessive noise.

V. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE OUTLOOK

We have presented a geometric, astrophysics-agnostic
approach to inferring the spin of rapidly-rotating, low-
inclination black holes from the interferometric shape of
the first photon ring. We applied this method to sim-
ulations of the interferometric signature of black holes
with viewing inclination i∗ = 17◦, spins a∗ ∈ {0.5, 0.94},
and for 140 different emission models for the equatorial
emission.

For noise-free, time-averaged images in the high-spin
(a∗ = 0.94) case, we found that when varying the under-
lying model of emission, the inference method applied
at very long baselines (∼ 300Gλ)—where the second
photon ring typically dominates—yields a distribution of
spin values centered on the true value with a 2σ-width of
5% of the spin value. At shorter baselines typically dom-
inated by the first photon ring, the central value of the
inferred spin distribution was 5% less than the true value
and the distribution was approximately 3 times as wide
as in the (very) long-baseline case. The shift towards an
underestimation of the spin at shorter baselines is due
to the inferred shape of the first photon ring being less
asymmetric than the critical curve shape for the majority
of profiles considered here.

When applying our method to synthetic observations
for a BHEX-like mission (again for the a∗ = 0.94 case),
our shape inference scheme was unable to provide a preci-
sion estimate of the photon ring’s fractional shape asym-
metry, instead estimating it to be ∼ 3 times as large
as in the noiseless case, which caused the spin inference
method to break down and only provide lower bounds on
the spin parameter.

For the profiles here considered, the method also
breaks down in the case a∗ = 0.5 in the absence of noise.
At baselines where the second photon ring typically dom-
inates, the inference is less accurate than the high-spin
case and much less precise—the average inferred spin in
this case was 14% larger than the true value with a 2σ
error interval of total width given by 76% of the true spin
value. The method is similarly imprecise at shorter base-
lines but much less accurate (i.e., at the shortest baselines
considered, the average inferred spin was ∼ 50% larger
than the true value). The failure of our spin-inference
method in the slowly-rotating case is due to the increased
degeneracy of the critical curve shape at such values of
the spin parameter and less accurate ring shape infer-
ences, which also become more dependent on the choice
of emission profile.

In order to be conservative in this study, we consid-
ered a wide range of emission profiles without considering
any constraints provided by existing interferometric ob-
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servations. For the majority of profiles here considered,
including that in Sec. IV A, which is broadly consistent
with short-baseline EHT measurements, the inferred pho-
ton ring shape asymmetry systematically underestimates
that of the critical curve. If this is a shared feature of
more realistic models of emission, one might be able to
augment our approach with a scheme to address this sys-
tematic bias. For example, one might be able to study
photon ring shapes over a range of realistic emission pro-
files and introduce a correction factor to account for the
underestimated asymmetry relative to that of the criti-
cal curve. Further, as mentioned in the introduction, here
we have used in isolation the fractional shape asymmetry
of the photon ring for spin inference while future space-
based observations will measure additional observables
which, in combination, would provide better constraints
on the black hole spin.

While our analysis highlights challenges—particularly
in noisy conditions and for low-spin black holes—it rep-
resents an important first step toward achieving precise,
model-agnostic spin measurements. Our method uses
only a minimal subset of the available observables instead
of exploiting the full richness of the photon ring data that
future space-based missions will provide. Consequently,
this approach does not reflect the complete spin infer-
ence methodology anticipated for future missions. In
particular, we anticipate the explicit, joint modeling of
the n = 0 and n = 1 image morphology, rather than
the critical curve itself, to be crucial for reducing sys-
tematics in estimates of spacetime parameters from data
in the [20, 40] Gλ regime. Furthermore, incorporation of
multi-frequency-band observations, calibration with real-
istic emission model libraries, development of improved
shape descriptors, and leveraging polarimetric informa-
tion from the n = 0 and n = 1 images are all expected
to significantly enhance the robustness and accuracy of
spin measurements.
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Appendix A: Parameter Inference with a Black Hole
Mass Prior

In this appendix, we describe an extension of the spin
inference method described in this paper to inferring both
black hole spin and inclination given a strong prior on the
black hole mass. We work in units of the black hole mass
M , thereby assuming we know its value exactly.

Following the discussion presented in Sec. II C, we plot
in Fig. 11 contours of both the fractional shape asym-
metry, fA, and the parallel diameter, d||, of the critical
curve in the spin-inclination plane, where, importantly,
the diameters are in units of M .

Given some shape (d||, fA) of the critical curve, a di-
ameter and an asymmetry contour is defined in the spin-
inclination plane (e.g., Fig. 11). The x- and y-value of
the intersection between these two contours gives (within
numerical error) the exact spin and inclination of the un-
derlying black hole whose critical curve on the observer
screen has a shape consistent with that given as input.

Parameter inference proceeds by inferring a shape
(d||, fA) of the photon ring from the total interferomet-
ric signal of the corresponding time-averaged black hole
image, converting d|| from units of microarcseconds to
units of M , and using this inferred shape as input to the
grid depicted in Fig. 11, which again constitutes an ap-
proximation of the critical curve shape with that of the
inferred ring shape. The intersection of the resulting di-
ameter and asymmetry contours in the spin-inclination
gives a prediction of the black hole spin and inclination.

In line with the analysis presented in Sec. III, we apply
this inference scheme to a noise-free time-averaged im-
aged of a black hole with underlying spin a∗ = 0.94 and
inclination i∗ = 17◦ for 140 astrophysical models of emis-
sion specified in Tab. I. We plot the resulting (2D) distri-
butions of inferred spin-inclination pairs across the base-
line windows [20, 40]Gλ, [80, 100]Gλ, and [280, 300]Gλ
in Fig. 12 and list summary statistics in Tab. IV.

We find that at short baselines (u <∼ 100Gλ), the ver-
sion of the method which infers both spin and inclina-
tion performs markedly worse than that which infers spin
alone (e.g., the results presented in Sec. III). The reason
for this appears to be that the inferred ring diameter d||
at these baselines is far less robust against changes in the
emission profile than the fractional shape asymmetry.

The confidence ellipses shown in the first two panels in
Fig. 12 are angled diagonally and the distribution of the
inferred spin-inclination pairs appear to lie on a curve (or
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FIG. 11. Fractional shape asymmetry (red) and parallel diam-
eter d|| (blue, in units of M) contours interpolated from crit-
ical curves with spin-inclination pairs (a∗, i∗), where a∗ takes
on 2000 equally-spaced values in the range [0.00001, 0.999999],
and i∗ takes on 2000 values in the range [1◦, 90◦]. (See also
Fig. 7 of Ref. [17].)

a collection of curves forming a tight band) whose shape
looks similar to the fixed asymmetry contours in Fig. 11.
This suggests that for each of the successful inferences
across the baseline windows [20, 40]Gλ and [80, 100]Gλ,
respectively, the inferred fractional asymmetry is, in rel-
ative terms, clustered closely around some value across
the different emission profiles. Meanwhile, the larger
variations in the inferred diameter cause the contour-like
structure of each distribution which looks similar to fixing
a (red) asymmetry contour level in Fig. 11 and plotting
the points of intersection with each of the (blue) diameter
contours therein.

For inferences across the baseline window
[280, 300]Gλ, the spin-inclination inference scheme
performs far better. Similar to spin-inference in Sec. III,
the inferred spin confidence interval a = 0.93+0.02

−0.02 is
centered almost exactly on the true spin value a∗ = 0.94,
while here we also obtain an inferred inclination
i = 17.3◦+0.8◦

−1.5◦ which is also close to the true value
i∗ = 17◦. Both parameter inference methods successfully
provide sharp estimates for 69% of the emission profiles
considered.

Taken together, the results presented in this appendix
and Sec. III suggest that the fractional asymmetry in-
ferred at baselines where the n = 1 ring typically domi-
nates (for the emission profiles here considered) is much
more robust than the diameter d|| against changes in the
emission model, and thus more closely tracks the critical
curve asymmetry than the inferred d|| does the parallel

Baseline
Window

Inferred
Spin

Inferred
Inclination

Successful
Profiles

[20, 40]Gλ 0.71+0.16
−0.26 27.7+31.0

−12.0 26%

[80, 100]Gλ 0.92+0.07
−0.27 15.2+10.2

−3.0 42%

[280, 300]Gλ 0.93+0.02
−0.02 17.3+0.8

−1.5 69%

TABLE IV. Spin-inclination inference results for the survey
over the 140 emission profiles listed in Tab. I with underlying
black hole spin a∗ = 0.94 and inclination i∗ = 17◦. We use
a Gaussian kernel density estimator on the marginalized spin
and inclination distributions shown in Fig. 12 to estimate a
2σ confidence interval for each, listed as ± values around the
central 50% parameter estimate. The errors quoted here are
sourced by varying the model of emission (and not due to
measurement uncertainties as considered in Sec. IV). We also
list the percentage of emission profiles for which we success-
fully inferred a spin-inclination pair.

diameter of the critical curve.
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FIG. 12. Distributions of the spin-inclination pairs inferred across the baseline windows [20, 40]Gλ (leftmost), [80, 100]Gλ
(center), and [280, 300]Gλ (rightmost) from noise-free, time-averaged images of black holes with spin a∗ = 0.94, inclination
i∗ = 17◦, some assumed mass M and 140 different equatorial emission models as specified in Tab. I. The percentage of profiles
for which a successful spin-inference was made (from left to right) is 26%, 42%, and 69%, respectively. A single inference
of spin and inclination is obtained by inferring a diameter-asymmetry pair (d||, fA) from the interferometric signal using the
least-squares method described in Sec. II B 1 and finding the intersection of their associated contours in the spin-inclination
plane. We plot the 1σ (purple), 2σ (green), and 3σ (orange) confidence ellipses for each distribution.
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