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The M87* black hole shadow observation by the Event Horizon Telescope (EHT) has
enabled us to test the modified gravity theories in the extreme-field regime and es-
timating the black hole parameters. Having this assertion, we investigate the Kerr-
like rotating black holes in 4D Einstein-Gauss-Bonnet (EGB) gravity and deduce their
shadows. Considering the inclination angle θ0 = 17o, we show that the EGB black
hole shadows are smaller and more distorted than for the Kerr black holes. Mod-
elling the M87* black hole as the EGB black hole, we predict the shadow angu-
lar size 35.7888µas ≤ θd ≤ 39.6192µas. The M87* black hole shadow angular size
θd = 42 ± 3µas, within the 1σ region, constrains the GB coupling parameter and the
black hole spin parameter. Interestingly, the circularity deviation of the EGB black hole
shadows is smaller than the bounded deduced for the M87* black hole.
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1. Introduction

The uniqueness of the Einstein tensor to describe gravity in the four-dimensional

(4D) spacetime is dictated by the Lovelock theorem1. However, if one or more

conditions in the Lovelock theorem are relaxed, then modifications to the Einstein-

Hilbert action exist that lead to covariant, conserved, and second-order field equa-

tions and propagate only gravitational degrees of freedom and thus are free from

the ghost instabilities. One such Lagrangian-based theory of gravity is Einstein-

Gauss-Bonnet (EGB) gravity that exists in the D ≥ 5 and is motivated by the

heterotic string theory2,3. EGB gravity supplements the Einstein-Hilbert action

with quadratic corrections terms constructed from the curvature tensors invariants

and reads as follows

IEGB =
1

16πGD

∫

dDx
√−g(LEH + αLGB), (1)

with

LEH = R, LGB = RµνρσRµνρσ − 4RµνRµν +R2. (2)

http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.07775v2
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Here, α is identified as the GB coupling constant and is related to the inverse string

tension, making it positive-definite. The GB Lagrangian is a unique quadratic com-

bination of the Riemann tensor that naturally emerges as a leading-order correction

term in low-energy effective actions of heterotic string theory and 10D gauged super-

gravity. Boulware and Deser, in their seminal paper4, obtained the first spherically

symmetric and static black hole solution for the EGB theory, afterward several in-

triguing black hole solutions are obtained5–7. It is worth mentioning that for D < 5

GB Lagrangian LGB turns into a total derivative, and thereby its contribution to

the gravitational dynamics vanishes, rendering the theory indistinguishable from

general relativity. However, in the presence of an additional non-minimally coupled

scalar field dilaton with the canonical kinetic term, LGB leads to the non-trivial

gravitational dynamics8–11 and the resulting theory is Horndeski or Galilean.

Ever since the formulation of the EGB gravity theory, its 4D regularization has

been a topic of great interest. In this line of research, Tomozawa12 showed for

the first time that the quantum corrections to gravity in a conformally flat metric

in 4D appears as GB quadratic curvature forms, and the 4D black hole solution

shows repulsive nature at r → 0. In another attempt of regularization procedure,

Cognolo et al.13 used an “entropic” dimensional reduction of EGB gravity to D → 4

within the classical Lagrangian formulation. Lately, the interest in the 4D EGB

gravity theory is re-surged due to the regularization approach proposed by Glavan

and Lin14; the GB coupling is re-scaled as α → α/(D − 4) and the 4D EGB

theory was obtained as the limit D → 4 at the level of field equations. The aim

for introducing this re-scaling is to generate a divergence that exactly cancels the

vanishing contribution that the GB term makes to the field equations in 4D. The

extension to higher-order Lovelock gravity is presented in Refs.15,16. Likewise, EGB

theory is obtained in lower dimensions17,18. Interestingly, the Glavan and Lin’s

static and spherically symmetric black hole solution14 matched with that obtained

using the quantum correction by Tomozawa12, and Cognolo et al.13.

However, Glavan and Lin’s claim14 that the resulting theory is of pure graviton

was later proven to be spurious on several grounds. The covariant approach pro-

posed in Ref.14 is largely speculated to be valid only for specific higher-dimensional

spacetimes with high degrees of symmetries, particularly maximally symmetric or

spherically symmetric spacetimes. Recently, some studies have called into question

the Glavan and Lin14 regularization procedure for the less-symmetric spacetimes

and also reported several other inconsistencies in Refs.17,19–22. Following that, the

GB contribution arising in higher dimensions could be renormalized in several ways

to yield a non-trivial contribution also in 4D, some even without re-scaling the GB

coupling16–18,23–26. Hennigar et al.17 proposed another well defined D → 4 limit

of EGB gravity generalizing the previous work of Mann and Ross27 in establishing

the D → 2 limit of general relativity and this regularization is applicable not only

in 4D but also to D < 4. These alternate regularization procedures of EGB theory,

leading to a divergence-free 4D action, describe the scalar-tensor theory of grav-
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ity of the Horndeski type. These scalar-tensor models propagate the supplementary

scalar mode in addition to the gravitational degree of freedom. Thus these alternate

regularized theories are in line with Lovelock’s theorem, as they introduce another

dynamical field. Nevertheless, the spherically symmetric 4D black hole solution ob-

tained in Ref.14 remains valid for these regularised scalar-tensor theories16–18,23,28.

This means that 4D EGB gravity can be viewed as both a dimensionally reduced

theory and as a gravitational theory that displays known quantum corrections. As

a result, both the Glavan and Lin theory14 and scalar-tensor regularizations have

received remarkable attention and more then 100 papers have been reported on 4D

EGB gravity and its various solutions including their charged extension29,30, rotat-

ing counterparts31,32, Vaidya-like radiating black holes33,34, regular black holes35,36.

The gravitational lensing of 4D EGB black holes have also been studied37–40.

The black hole shadow observations by the Event Horizon Telescope (EHT)

Collaboration have unprecedentedly opened up an exciting arena to make a pre-

cision test of the gravitational theory in the strong and relativistic field regimes

(in the vicinity of the unstable bound orbits around black holes)41,42. The EHT

analysis suggested that, based on a priori known estimates for the mass and dis-

tance from stellar dynamics, the M87* shadow size is consistent within 17% for

a 68% confidence interval of the size predicted from the Kerr black hole general-

relativistic-magneto-hydrodynamics (GRMHD) image43. However, several other

studies altogether have not entirely precluded the possibility of non-Kerr black

holes44–46. Using the M87* shadow angular size, constraints are placed on the

second post-Newtonian metric coefficients, which were inaccessible in the earlier

weak-field tests at the Solar-scale43. Therefore, it is both legitimate and timely to

test the viability of the 4D EGB gravity theory using the M87* black hole shadow

observations. This paper aims to present the detailed study of the rotating 4D

EGB black hole shadow, parameter estimation of the black hole using the shadow

observables, and constraining them using the M87* black hole shadow observed by

the EHT.

2. Rotating 4D EGB black hole shadows

Finding an exact analytic and rotating axially symmetric black hole solution of the

EGB gravity is a notorious task due to the non-linearity involved in the field equa-

tions. However, there exists the rotating solution generating mechanisms such as

the Newman-Janis algorithm47 and the gravitational-decoupling method48, which

have been widely used to construct rotating black hole solutions from their non-

rotating counterparts. The Azreg-Aı̈nou’s non-complexification procedure49,50 for

the modified Newman-Janis algorithm generates a unique imperfect fluid rotating

solution from the seed spherically symmetric static solution. It has been applied to

generate rotating solutions in several modified gravity theories32,51–56. The rotating
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4D EGB black hole metric, in Boyer-Lindquist coordinates, reads31,32

ds2 = −∆

Σ

(

dt− a sin2 θ dφ
)2

+
Σ

∆
dr2 +Σ dθ2 +

sin2 θ

Σ

(

(r2 + a2) dφ − a dt
)2
(3)

with

∆ = r2 + a2 +
r4

32πα

[

1−
√

1 +
128παM

r3

]

, Σ = r2 + a2 cos2 θ. (4)

Thus rotating 4D EGB black holes are characterized by three parameters, mass

(M), spin (a), and GB coupling parameter (α), which also gives potential deviation

from the Kerr solution. In the limit α → 0 or large r, the metric Eq. (3) smoothly

recovers the Kerr black hole57. Because the static black hole solution of Ref.14 is

identical to that of regularized scalar-tensor theories and other quantum-corrected

theories of gravity12–17,58,59, the rotating black hole metric (3) also corresponds to

these theories. The rotating black hole admits up to two distinct horizons whose

radii r− ≤ r+ can be identified as real positive roots of the ∆ = 0. The variation of

both horizon radii with GB coupling is shown in Fig. 1, it is evident that the event

horizon radius decreases and Cauchy horizon radius increase with α. For a given

value of spin a, there exists a extremal value of GB coupling α = αE for which

degenerate horizons r− = r+ exists, such that for α > αE horizons disappear and

the central singularity becomes globally naked. Similarly, for a given value of α,

one can find the extremal value of spin a = aE which leads to degenerate horizons

r− = r+. In this paper, we will only consider the black hole case viz., α ≤ αE .

0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

Α�M2

r ±
�M

Fig. 1. Event horizon (solid green) and Cauchy horizon (dashed red) radii variation with α for
different values of a = 0, 0.40M, 0.60M (from outside to inside).

The optical appearance of the black hole in the presence of a bright background

or the illuminated matter accretion flow is known as the shadow. The light from

the source gets strongly lensed by the black hole in the vicinity of the horizon and
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receive by a faraway observer on the opposite side of the source. Synge60, and

Luminet61 led the study of black hole shadow and calculated the capturing angle

of the Schwarzschild black hole. For the first time, the shadow of the Kerr black

hole was reported by Bardeen62 in his pioneering work in 1973. The rotating EGB

metric (3) belongs to Petrov type-D spacetimes, and thus the geodesics equations

are completely integrable. The metric (3) carries two Killing vectors ∂t and ∂φ,

associated with the time translational and rotational invariance of the spacetime

geometry. The components of photon four-momentum pµ projected along these

Killing vectors are constant of motion, which in this case can be identified as the

energy E and axial angular momentum magnitude Lz. We follow the Hamilton-

Jacobi formalism to determine the null geodesics equations of motion around the

rotating black hole, which read as follows32,63

Σ
dt

dτ
=

r2 + a2

∆

(

E(r2 + a2)− aLz

)

− a(aE sin2 θ − Lz), (5)

Σ
dr

dτ
= ±

√

R(r), (6)

Σ
dθ

dτ
= ±

√

Θ(θ), (7)

Σ
dφ

dτ
=

a

∆

(

E(r2 + a2)− aLz

)

−
(

aE − Lz

sin2 θ

)

, (8)

where τ is the affine parameter along the null geodesics and

R(r) =
(

(r2 + a2)E − aLz

)2 −∆((aE − Lz)
2 +K), (9)

Θ(θ) = K −
(

Lz
2

sin2 θ
− a2E2

)

cos2 θ. (10)

The constant K is the separability constant related to the Carter constant Q
through Q = K + (aE − Lz)

2. Carter constant appears as a conserved quantity

associated with the hidden symmetry described by the second-rank Killing tensor.

We introduce the impact parameters for the photons geodesics, which are constant

along geodesics and defined in dimensionless form as follows63

ξ =
Lz

E
, η =

K

E2
. (11)

Photons may get scattered, captured, or follow bound orbits around the black hole

depending on the values of (ξ, η). Because of the black hole rotation, photons can

either co-rotate or counter-rotate along with the black hole, whose radii vary differ-

ently with black hole spin. At θ = π/2, Carter’s constant vanishes, and the photons

follow the circular orbits with radii r±p , which can be determined by solving Y = 0.

Whereas for θ 6= π/2 the Carter constant is positive definite and the photons follow

the non-planar orbits with radii r−p < rp < r+p . The photons following the spher-

ical orbits of constant coordinate radii rp around the black hole are characterized

by ṙ = 0 and r̈ = 0. This results into the critical values of impact parameters
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(ξcrit, ηcrit) for the unstable orbits32

ξcrit =

(

a2 + r2
)

∆′(r)− 4r∆(r)

a∆′(r)
,

ηcrit =
r2

(

8∆(r)
(

2a2 + r∆′(r)
)

− r2∆′(r)2 − 16∆(r)2
)

a2∆′(r)2
, (12)

where ′ stands for the derivative with the radial coordinate r. Furthermore, these

spherical photons orbits are the non-planar orbits that periodically cross the equa-

torial plane and construct a photon region around the black hole. As a result, the

photons following the spherical orbits, beside having a motion along the φ direction

also move along the θ-direction. For visualizing the black hole shadow, we consider

a distant observer at position (r0, θ0). The coordinates (X ,Y ) define the observer

image plane, such that the stereographic projection of the shadow from the celestial

sphere to the image plane is defined as follow

X = lim
r0→∞

(

−r20 sin θ0
dφ

dr

)

,

Y = lim
r0→∞

(

r20
dθ

dr

)

, (13)

For an asymptotically far observer, Eq. (13) leads to

X =− ξcrit csc θ0,

Y =±
√

ηcrit + a2 cos2 θ0 − ξ2crit cot
2 θ0 . (14)

and satisfy

X2 + Y 2 = ηcrit + ξ2crit + a2 cos2 θ0. (15)

The parametric curve Y vs X delineates the shadow’s boundary of the rotating

EGB black hole. It is clear that the non-rotating black hole (a = 0) cast a perfectly

circular shadow silhouette. For θ0 6= 0 or π the rotating black hole shadow shifts

in the direction perpendicular to the black hole rotation and appears distorted,

whereas for θ0 = 0, π shadows is centered at (0, 0) and is perfectly circular for all

values of a. The maximum off-center displacement of shadow appears for θ0 = π/2.

In April 2019, the EHT collaboration using the VLBI technology unveiled the

first-ever horizon-scaled image of the supermassive black hole M87*41,42. The M87*

image shows powerful relativistic jets, which could be emerged from magnetohy-

drodynamic interactions between the accretion disk and the rotating black hole.

Considering the orientation of these jets in M87*, the inclination angle (angle be-

tween the rotational axis and the line of sight) is estimated to be 17o 64. Hereafter,

for our analysis of EGB black hole shadows, we will consider the inclination angle

θ0 = 17o. The rotating EGB black holes shadows with varying a and α are depicted

in Fig. 2. It is evident that the shadow size decreases with increasing α, such that

the rotating EGB black hole shadows are smaller than the Kerr black hole shad-

ows. Furthermore, the rotating black holes shadows are not perfectly circular. To
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Fig. 2. Plot showing the rotating EGB black holes shadows with varying parameters a and α.
Solid black curves in the upper panel are for the Kerr black holes.

characterize the shadow size and the deviation from the circularity, we introduce

the shadow observables, namely, shadow area A and oblateness D as follows65,66

A = 2

∫

Y dX = 2

∫ r+
p

r
−

p

(

Y
dX

drp

)

drp, (16)

D =
Xr −Xl

Yt − Yb

, (17)



February 6, 2023 1:27 ws-procs961x669 WSPC Proceedings - 9.61in x 6.69in MG16 page 8

8

where the points on the right, left, top, and bottom of the shadow boundary are

designated by subscripts r, l, t and b. The shadow boundary, defined by (X,Y ), is

a function of spherical photon orbits radii rp. Interestingly, photons with different

orbit radii construct the different parts of the shadow boundary. Therefore, as one

moves up (down) along the Y -axis in the shadow image, one sees deeper (far away)

from the black hole. The behavior of the shadow observables A and D with varying

a and α is shown in Fig. 3. The shadow area monotonically decreases with α and

a, and the oblateness increases with increasing a. To estimate the rotating EGB

black hole parameters, we make a contour plot of observables A and D as functions

of a and α in Fig. 4. Therein each solid red curve corresponds to constant values

of A and dashed blue curve to D. The intersection point of observables A and D

determines the unique and precise values of the black hole parameters a and α.

Hence, from Fig. 4, it is clear that for a given set of 4D EGB black hole shadow

observables, A and D, we can determine information about black hole spin and GB

coupling parameter.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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A
�M

2
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D

0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020

70

75

80

85

Α �M2

A
�M

2

0.005 0.010 0.015
0.992

0.994
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0.998

1.000

Α �M2

D

Fig. 3. Upper : The observables A and D vs a for α = 0.0M2 (solid black curve), for α = 0.005M2

(dashed blue curve), and for α = 0.01M2 (dotted magenta curve). Bottom: The observables A and
D vs α for a = 0.0M (dotted magenta curve), for a = 0.1M (dotted green curve), for a = 0.3M
(dashed blue curve), for a = 0.6M (long-dashed brown curve), and for a = 0.8M (solid black
curve).
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Fig. 4. Contour plots of the observables A and D in the plane (a, α) for the rotating EGB black
holes. Each curve is labeled with the corresponding values of A and D. Solid red curves correspond
to the A, and dashed blue curves are for the oblateness parameter D.

3. Constraints from the M87* shadow

Although the M87* black hole shadow is found to be consistent with the Kerr

black hole image as predicted in the general relativity, the non-Kerr black holes are

also not ruled out. Very recently, the EHT collaboration team has set stringent

constraints on the physical charges of a large variety of modified gravity black

holes by using the M87* shadow67. The M87* shadow is of crescent shape with

the circularity deviation ∆C ≤ 0.10 (10%) in terms of root-mean-square deviation

from average shadow radius, axis ratio . 4/3, whereas the angular diameter θd is

42 ± 3µas41,42. Here, we will model the M87* black hole as the rotating 4D EGB

black hole and use the M87* shadow observables to place constraints on the black

hole parameters.

For this, we define the shadow boundary with polar coordinates (R(ϕ), ϕ) such

that the origin is at the shadow center (XO, YO). Figure (2) infers that the rotating

black hole shadow is always Z2 symmetric around Y = 0. However, due to black

hole rotation, the shadow center shifts from X = 0, and as a result, the shadow

is asymmetric along the Y axis. It ascertains that the shadow center is (XO =

|Xr +Xl|/2, YO = 0), where Xr and Xl are the maximum and minimum abscissas

of the shadow boundary in the image plane. The radial coordinate and polar angle
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of shadow boundary from its center reads as

R(ϕ) =
√

(X −XO)2 + (Y − YO)2, ϕ ≡ tan−1

(

Y

X −XO

)

,

whereas shadow average radius R̄ is defined as68

R̄2 =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

R2(ϕ)dϕ, (18)

We define the dimensionless circularity deviation ∆C to quantifies the shadow devi-

ation from a perfect circle as a measure of the root-mean-square deviation of R(ϕ)

from the shadow average radius68–70

∆C =
1

R̄

√

1

2π

∫ 2π

0

(

R(ϕ)− R̄
)2

dϕ, (19)

clearly, for a circular shadow of spherically symmetric black hole ∆C = 0. Second

observable is the shadow angular diameter θd, which for a far distant observer, at

a distance r0 from the black hole, is defined as

θd = 2
Rs

r0
, Rs =

√

A/π, (20)

and the third observable is the axis ratio

Dx =
∆Y

∆X
, (21)

which is just the inverse of oblateness observable Dx = 1/D. We have calculated

these three observable ∆C, θd, and Dx for the rotating 4D EGB black hole with

M = 6.5× 109M⊙ and r0 = 16.8 Mpc and plotted them in Fig. 5. The EHT bound

for the M87* black hole shadow angular diameter θd = 39µas within the 1σ region,

shown as the black solid line, constrained the a and α. The shadow angular size

for the non-rotating extremal EGB black hole with a = 0, α = 0.019894367M2 is

θd = 35.7888µas and for extremal Kerr black hole with a = M,α = 0 is θd =

36.8632µas. For comparison, at the inclination angle θo = 90o, the extremal Kerr

black hole shadow angular size is 37.3534µas. The relative difference in shadow

angular diameter δθd ≡ (θd|Kerr − θd|EGB)/θd|Kerr is shown in Fig. 6. Clearly,

δθd ≤ 17% and thus it is consistent with the Psaltis et al.43 findings. Furthermore,

the axis ratio and the circularity deviation for the M87* black hole shadow allow

all parameter space of the EGB black hole.

4. Conclusions

The underlying theory of gravity in the extreme-field regime is currently unknown,

and insights into it are likely to be gained through observations. In this paper, we

have investigated the rotating 4D EGB black hole. The EGB gravity theory has

been of great interest and importance due to second-order field equations and being

free from ghost instabilities. The rotating black holes possess two distinct horizons
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Fig. 5. Circularity deviation observable ∆C (top), the angular diameter θd (middle), and axis
ratio Dx (bottom) as a function of (a, α) for the rotating EGB black holes. Black solid lines
correspond to the M87* black hole shadow bounds θd = 39µas within the 1σ region, such that the
region above the black line is excluded by the EHT bounds.
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Fig. 6. Relative difference between the shadow angular diameter size of a rotating EGB black
hole and a Kerr black hole with the same mass.

that eventually merge to form the degenerate horizon for the extremal values of

the GB coupling parameter α = αE . The null geodesics equations of motion were

obtained in the first-order differential form, and the analytical expressions of the

critical impact parameters for unstable spherical photon orbits are derived. The

shadow contours are drawn for the rotating black hole for θ0 = 17o inclination angle

and compared with those for the Kerr black hole. The rotating black hole shadows

deviate from the circularity. The shadow observables A and D are calculated, and

it is shown that the EGB black hole shadows are smaller and more distorted than

those for the Kerr black hole. Furthermore, these observables are used to estimate

the black hole parameters. We modeled the M87* black hole as the rotating 4D

EGB black hole and used the deduced shadow observables ∆C, θd, and Dx for the

M87* to constrain the EGB black hole parameters. We have found that only θd
within 1σ region placed stringent bound the EGB parameters. Whereas ∆C and

Dx allows all parameter space. The constraints deduced for θ0 = 17o are weaker

than those deduced for θ0 = 90o in Ref.32. However, it is important to account for

systematic uncertainty when identifying observable shadow characteristics like the

emission ring and center brightness depression, especially when using low-resolution

data, to gravitational qualities like the size and shape of the critical curve. Future

observations utilizing an improved ground or space-based array might significantly

reduce these systematic errors, and we anticipate better constraints on the GB

coupling parameter.
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