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Unstable chords and destructive resonant excitation of black hole quasinormal modes
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The quasinormal mode spectrum of black holes is unstable against small modifications of the
radial potential describing massless perturbations. We study how these small modifications affect
the convergence of the quasinormal mode expansion and the mode excitation by computing the
mode amplitudes from first principles, without relying on any fitting procedure. We show that the
decomposition of the prompt ringdown waveform is not unique: small modifications in the radial
potential produce new quasinormal mode “basis sets” that can improve the convergence of the
quasinormal mode expansion, even capturing the late-time tail. We also study avoided crossings and
exceptional points of the Kerr and Kerr-de Sitter spectrum. We show that while the mode amplitude
can be resonantly excited, modes that exhibit avoided crossing destructively interfere with each
other, so that the prompt ringdown waveform remains stable.

Introduction. The so-called “ringdown” is the relax-
ation of a perturbed black hole (BH) to its final state
via a superposition of characteristic damped exponentials
with discrete frequencies: the BH’s quasinormal modes
(QNMs) [1, 2]. Gravitational wave detectors can measure
these frequencies by observing the ringdown radiation
produced in the aftermath of a BH merger. This program
is known as BH spectroscopy [3–5]. The QNM frequency
spectrum is known to be unstable under small deforma-
tions of the effective potential of the governing dynamical
equation [6–12] or under changes in the boundary condi-
tions [12–15]. Despite this frequency-domain instability,
the prompt time-domain ringdown waveform is stable,
i.e., it is affected only perturbatively by changes in the
potential or in the boundary conditions [8, 12, 15, 16].

Motivated by these spectral instability results, in this
Letter we ask the following question: is the QNM spec-
trum in GR the most adequate basis set to describe the
prompt time-domain ringdown? The problem we have in
mind can be illustrated with a simple analogy. Consider
a string instrument (for example, a guitar). Just like a
black hole, the guitar is not a conservative system, since
the mechanical energy in the strings is dissipated through
sound waves in the air. Now, imagine playing the guitar
in an echo chamber – a hard-wall venue such that the
system is almost perfectly conservative. The QNMs of the
guitar are very different from the modes of the new, con-
servative system. What does a listener perceive? Should
we expand the sound waves in terms of the QNMs of the
guitar, or in terms of the normal modes of the guitar in
the venue? Which “basis” is more appropriate or useful?

Throughout this Letter, we use geometrical units (G =
c = 1) and we set 2M = 1, where M is the BH mass.
Setup. Using the Newman-Penrose formalism, gravi-

tational perturbations in the background of a spinning
BH of mass M and dimensionless angular momentum
j = a/M = J/M2 can be reduced to the study of a sin-
gle master wavefunction [17]. The wavefunction can be
factorized into an angular part that satisfies the spin-
weighted spheroidal wave equation [18] and a radial part.
We will consider a variant of the radial wavefunction (the
Sasaki-Nakamura wavefunction Xℓmω [19, 20]) which, in
Fourier space, satisfies the equation
d2Xℓmω

dr2
∗

+
(

1
2
dFℓmω

dr∗
− Fℓmω

2

4 − Uℓmω

)
Xℓmω = 0, (1)

where r∗ is the tortoise coordinate defined as dr∗/dr =
(r2+a2)/(r2−r+a2) in terms of the usual Boyer-Lindquist
coordinate r, ω is the Laplace variable, (ℓ,m) label the
multipolar components, and the explicit form of Fℓmω

and Uℓmω is given in Ref. [19]. In the j → 0 limit, the
above equation reduces to the Regge-Wheeler equation.

The QNM frequencies are the discrete complex values
of ω = ωℓmn such that Xℓmω is purely ingoing at the
horizon and purely outgoing at spatial infinity. Here the
overtone number n = 0, 1, 2 . . . sorts the frequencies by
the absolute value of their imaginary part.

The QNM frequency spectrum can be destabilized by
small changes to the effective potential Uℓmω [12, 16]), or
even by “soft” changes in the boundary conditions [13–
15]. For definiteness, we choose the latter possibility and
consider the following modified boundary condition:

Xℓmω =
{
e−ikHr∗ (r∗ → −∞) ,
eiωr∗ + ϵ(ω)e−iω(r∗−2x0), (r∗ → ∞)

(2)

where kH ≡ ω −mΩH, ΩH is the horizon frequency, ϵ(ω)
is the reflectivity of the reflective “bump,” and x0 is its
radial position in terms of the tortoise coordinate.
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FIG. 1. Gray markers are the ℓ = m = 2 QNM frequencies
of the Sasaki-Nakamura equation in GR for j = 0.7 (circles)
and 0.99 (squares). Blue circles and red squares correspond
to the QNM frequencies for a Pöschl-Teller perturbation with
V0 = 10−4, x0 = 10, and σ = 1 in Eq. (3).

These boundary conditions are an effective description
of spacetime deformations which would induce a change
in the local effective potential. The reflective nature of
the spacetime deformations is encoded in the parameter
ϵ (in vacuum general relativity, ϵ = 0). For example,
a bump of magnitude δV can be modeled by choosing
ϵ ≪ 1 for ω2 ≫ δV , and ϵ ≃ 1 for ω2 ≪ δV . This
prescription gives results identical to those obtained by
explicitly incorporating a bump-like perturbation into the
master equation [11], provided that ϵ(ω) is appropriately
chosen and the bump is far enough that it does not overlap
with the peak of the potential barrier. Even when these
conditions are not fully satisfied, this method remains
practical for demonstrating QNM instabilities.

For definiteness, we choose the function ϵ(ω) such that
it yields the reflectivity of the Pöschl-Teller potential
VPT = V0/ cosh2[(r∗ − x0)/σ] in the limit x0 → ∞:

ϵ(ω) = Γ(a+)Γ(a−)Γ(c− a+ − a−)
Γ(a+ + a− − c)Γ(c− a+)Γ(c− a−) , (3)

with a± ≡
[
σ ±

√
σ2 − 4V0 − 2iω

]
and c ≡ 1 − iω/σ.

Other potentials can be accommodated by changing ϵ(ω).
The QNM frequencies with the new boundary condi-

tions are shown and compared with the GR spectrum in
Fig. 1. It is clear at a glance that the GR spectrum is
unstable under small changes in the boundary conditions.
Excitation and convergence of destabilized spec-
tra. We have seen that small disturbances produce large
changes in the spectrum. However, the prompt time
domain signals is robust, as we demonstrate below (see
also [8, 12, 16]). This suggests that an expansion in QNMs
is not the unique (or even the most adequate) basis de-
composition for the prompt signal. Consider again the
string instrument analogy: at early times, when a listener
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FIG. 2. Absolute value of the QNMEFs |E22n| in GR and for
destabilized modes with j = 0.9, x0 = 10, σ = 1 and different
values of V0, plotted as functions of Im(ω22n). The QNMEF
of the fundamental mode (2, 2, 0) is marked by an arrow.

receives sound waves produced by the guitar strings that
did not have time to interact with the venue walls, what
is the appropriate expansion? There are several possible
QNM basis sets, and the convergence of the QNM expan-
sion may be different for each set. The convergence of the
expansion is relevant to model waveforms with a superpo-
sition of QNMs and to understand the ringdown starting
time [21, 22]. To address this question, we study the
amplitude of destabilized QNMs in a ringdown waveform
hG,ℓm(t) sourced by a Dirac delta function [22]:

hG,ℓm(t) = 1
2π

∫
dω

Aout,ℓm

Ain,ℓm
e−iωt , (4)

where Aout,ℓm and Ain,ℓm are the asymptotic amplitudes
of the homogeneous solution to the Sasaki-Nakamura
equation Rin

ℓmω, which satisfies

Rin
ℓmω =

{
e−ikHr∗ r∗ → −∞ ,

Ain,ℓme
−iωr∗ + Aout,ℓme

iωr∗ r∗ → +∞ .
(5)

(See [23] for a similar study in spherical symmetry, where
however the number of QNMs was not sufficient to care-
fully study the convergence properties of the expansion.)

The QNM amplitude in hG(t) can be expressed in
terms of the quantities Eℓmn = −2iωℓmnBℓmn, where the
Bℓmn’s are defined as

Bℓmn = Aout(ωℓmn)
2ωℓmnA′

in(ωℓmn) . (6)

In what follows, we will refer to the Eℓmn’s as the “QNM
excitation factors” (QNMEFs). We will keep the sub-
scripts ℓ,m in ωℓmn and Eℓmn, but omit them in other
quantities for brevity.
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FIG. 3. Left: Comparison between the ringdown hG excited
by a delta-function source in GR, and the superposition of
destabilized QNM, hE, for ℓ = m = 2. We set j = 0.7,
V0 = 10−4, σ = 1, and vary x0. Right: The mismatch M
between hG and hE, computed for tmax = 50 in Eq. (8).

We can reconstruct the waveform hG through a super-
position of QNMs with amplitude Eℓmn as follows:

hE =
NP∑
n

Eℓmne
−iωℓmnt −

NR∑
n

E∗
ℓ−mne

iω∗
ℓ−mnt , (7)

where the first and second term are associated to prograde
and retrograde modes, respectively. We will compute the
QNMEFs using Green’s function techniques [7, 24–31],
following the methods described in Ref. [30, 31].

The QNMEFs of the destabilized spectrum are shown
in Fig. 2. It is apparent from the figure that the QNMEFs
are also unstable under small changes of the boundary
conditions. When we impose the usual vacuum boundary
conditions in GR, the absolute value of the QNMEFs for
j = 0.9 has a peak at (ℓ,m, n) = (2, 2, 5) with |E225| ∼
O(10), while the fundamental mode has |E220| ∼ O(0.1).
As we increase V0 in the boundary condition (2), from
Fig. 2 we see that the QNMEFs for higher overtones
are significantly suppressed, and the fundamental mode
becomes more dominant.

Despite the spectral instability of the QNM frequencies
and of the QNMEFs, the time-domain signal, as shown
in Fig. 3, is stable. We reconstruct the signal with a
superposition of QNMs whose QNMEFs satisfy |E22n| >
10−4 (this criterion is common to all cases considered in
this Letter). The reconstruction works well in vacuum GR.
Less trivially, the prompt ringdown in the GR waveform
hG is very well reconstructed also when we consider QNMs
with the modified boundary conditions (2) in hE.

Remarkably, the reconstruction using the destabilized
QNMs works better than the sum of the QNMs in vacuum
GR at early times (t < 0, where the zero is defined as the
earliest time at which the QNM expansion is convergent:
see the right panel of Fig. 3 and Ref. [22]).

We can also ask if we can reconstruct the power-law
tail in hG at late times with the destabilized QNMs.
In the Supplemental Material we explain how we can

fit full waveform (thick solid black line in Fig. 3) to
extract and subtract the contribution from the power-law
tail, thus producing the solid yellow line. The inset of
Fig. 3 shows a zoom-in around the peak. We see that
the effect of the power-law tail is observed even around
t = 0: near the peak, the QNM expansion in GR (red
dashed line) fails to capture the black solid line (which
includes the contribution of the power law), but it does
reconstruct the thick solid yellow (representing hG after
removal of the tail). Perhaps the most interesting aspect
of Fig. 3 is that the destabilized QNMs work remarkably
well at reproducing not only the early time signal at
t < 0, but also the late-time power-law tail. For example,
for t > 40 the power-law behavior observed in the full
waveform (thick solid black line) is remarkably similar to
the behavior of the dash-dotted cyan line corresponding
to a destabilized spectrum with x0 = 50.

In the right panel of Fig. 3 we also show the mismatch
M = 1 −

∣∣∣⟨hG|hE⟩ /
√

⟨hG|hG⟩ ⟨hE|hE⟩
∣∣∣ between hG and

hE as a function of time, where

⟨F |G⟩ ≡
∫ tmax

t

dt′F (t′)G∗(t′) . (8)

The number NP (NR) of prograde (retrograde) modes in
hE is large enough to ensure convergence of M. Note
that the destabilized QNMs improve the convergence of
the QNM expansion at both t < 0 and at very late times,
where the signal is dominated by a power-law tail. This
is reasonable as the destabilized QNM set consists of a
growing number of trapped modes with long decay rates
as x0 grows, and the exponential enhancement of QNM
amplitudes at earlier times is milder. Heuristically, the
set of trapped modes becomes more and more similar to
an infinite-dimensional normal mode basis as x0 → ∞,
and this improves the convergence of the QNM expansion.

In the Supplemental Material we show that this result
is supported by the simple, analytically tractable model
of two rectangular potential barriers. The toy model
supports our main conclusions: the expansion in terms
of the destabilized QNMs exhibits better convergence at
earlier times. In our analogy, an expansion on the basis
set of the coupled conservative system (guitar plus room)
has better convergence properties than an expansion using
only the QNMs of the guitar.

Note that the boundary condition (2), as well as “bump-
like” corrections to the potential, induces very late-time
echoes in the waveforms. However, as long as these
changes occur in the far region (x0 ≫ 1), these features
will only appear at late times t ∼ 2x0, and they will not
affect the prompt ringdown signal.
Exceptional points and QNM interference. Our
approach can also inform us on the behavior of the reso-
nances and exceptional points, that occur when two QNM
frequencies get very close to each other or coincide exactly.
The first example identified in the Kerr QNM spectrum
is the (2, 2, 5) overtone, which exhibits an anomalous de-
pendence on the BH spin for j ∼ 0.9 [32]. Interestingly,
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FIG. 4. Upper Left: Destabilized (2, 2, n) QNMs for j = 0.9,
x0 = 10, σ = 1, and three values of V0. Upper Right: Absolute
value of E22n. Horizontal lines indicate |E225 + E226| with
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V0 = 10−15 (dot-dashed green), and V0 = 10−14 (dashed blue).
Bottom: Phase difference ∆P ≡ |arg(E225) − arg(E226)| (filled
blue) and ratio |E225/E226| (hollow blue). In GR, ∆P ≃ 3.0 ≃
π (solid black), and |E225/E226| ≃ 0.97 ≃ 1 (dashed gray).

the QNMEFs of the (2, 2, 5) and (2, 2, 6) modes have local
maxima for j ∼ 0.9 [31] (see also Fig. 2). These maxima
were understood in terms of resonant excitation due to
the avoided crossing of the two QNMs [33]. Here we
ask: is this resonant excitation sensitive to changes in the
boundary conditions or in the effective potential?

As shown in Fig. 4, the (2, 2, 5) and (2, 2, 6) Kerr
QNMs are very sensitive to the boundary conditions.
Indeed, they are destabilized already for V0 in the range
[10−18, 10−14]. It is even more interesting that the (2, 2, 5)
and (2, 2, 6) QNMEFs have nearly equal absolute values
and almost opposite phases [31]: |E225| ≃ |E226| and
|arg(E225) − arg(E226)| ≃ π (bottom panel). When we
introduce the small correction (2) to the boundary condi-
tions, this near-perfect destructive interference between
the QNMEFs disappears, but the excitation of the QN-
MEFs is also greatly suppressed (top right panel of Fig. 4).

While the local maximum of the (2, 2, 5) and (2, 2, 6)
QNMEFs suggests that they may be excited to a high
amplitude, the destructive interference that we find here
implies that they are not (or at least, not in a trivial way).
Indeed, in Fig. 5 we confirm that the prompt ringdown
waveform constructed by superposing all QNMs does
not show obvious signatures of resonant QNM excitation
near the exceptional point, with max(|E22n|) ∼ O(10)
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FIG. 5. Top: QNM superposition hE with Kerr QNMs (dashed
black) and with destabilized QNMs (dot-dashed red). The
waveform hG without the power-law tail (thick solid gray line)
is also shown as a reference. We set j = 0.9 and ℓ = m = 2.
Center: Absolute value of the QNMEFs |E22n| as a function
of Re(ω22n). Bottom: QNM frequencies ω22n included in hE
for Kerr BHs (black open circles) and for destabilized Kerr
BHs (red squares) with V0 = 10−5, x0 = 20 and σ = 1.

for GR (ϵ = 0) and max(|E22n|) ∼ O(1) for destabilized
spectra. Interestingly, the top panel of Fig. 5 shows that
the waveform found by superposing the QNMs is only
mildly affected by changes in the boundary conditions.

As an additional test, we have investigated (to our
knowledge, for the first time) the destructive interference
of QNMs in the Kerr-de Sitter spacetime. As we show in
Fig. 9 of the Supplemental Material, the significant exci-
tation of the (2, 2, 5) and (2, 2, 6) overtones corresponds
to the existence of a Kerr-de Sitter exceptional point at
(j,Λ) ≃ (0.896, 0.034). However, even at the exceptional
point the superposition of the two QNMEFs is rather
insensitive to the resonance, and there is no apparent
excitation when we consider the sum E225 + E226.

We can clarify the amplification of the QNMEFs E225
and E226 and their destructive interference with a simple
analytical argument. Consider two QNM frequencies ωi

(i = 1, 2) that are close to each other, so that δω ≡ ω2−ω1
satisfies the condition |δω| ≪ |ω1| ≃ |ω2|. The analytic
expression of the QNMEFs is Ei = Aout(ω)/W ′(ω)|ω=ωi

,
where Aout(ω) is the asymptotic outgoing amplitude of
the in-mode solution and W (ω) =: f(ω)(ω − ω1)(ω − ω2)
is the Wronskian appearing in the denominator of the
BH’s Green’s function.

The QNMEFs Ei take the form

E1 = Aout(ω1)
f(ω1)(−δω) , E2 = Aout(ω2)

f(ω2)(+δω) . (9)
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Expanding E2 for small δω, we find

E2 ≃ −E1 − E1δω
d

dω
log(Aout/f)|ω=ω1 , (10)

and therefore E1 + E2 ≃ d (Aout/f) /dω|ω=ω1 , which is
independent of δω. This confirms that the two QNMEFs
exhibiting avoided crossing interfere destructively at the
onset of the QNM excitation, so that the prompt ringdown
waveform in the time domain is stable.
Discussion. In this Letter we argued that while BHs
are intrinsically dissipative systems, by placing them in a
cavity, we can disentangle some of the challenging aspects
of their spectrum due to dissipation. We have computed
the QNM amplitudes from first principles (i.e., without
fitting), considering ringdown excitation by a Dirac delta
function. We have argued that: (i) the QNM expansion
of the ringdown is not unique; (ii) the reconstruction of
the time-domain signal from QNMEFs is stable, even if
the QNM frequencies and the QNMEFs themselves are
unstable; (iii) the destabilized set of QNMs has better
convergence properties in the prompt ringdown stage,
because the cavity produces a large set of low-frequency,
long-lived modes that look more and more like normal
modes; (iv) the destabilized QNMs can be used to re-
construct the time-domain signal including very early
times and late-time power-law tails; (v) the intricate de-
structive interference among (destabilized) QNMs near
resonances or exceptional points ensures the stability of
the prompt time-domain signal. In other words, systems
with completely different spectra can lead to the same
intermediate-time behavior.

It is very interesting that these stability properties hold
even near “exceptional points” [34–37] – i.e., for BH pa-
rameters such that multiple QNM frequencies are close
to each other (but not quite equal, because of avoided
crossings [38, 39]) and the QNMEFs are significantly en-
hanced [31, 33]. We have shown numerically and analyti-
cally that the QNMEF enhancement at avoided crossing
and at “exceptional points” (where two QNM frequencies
are exactly equal) is affected by destructive interference,
and therefore the prompt ringdown signal is only mildly
affected by this phenomenon. We have also found that the
large enhancement of QNMEFs near exceptional points
is significantly reduced in the presence of small perturba-
tions, so that the prompt ringdown remains stable.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Double square barrier. Here we consider the QNMs of
a simple double square barrier toy model:(

d2

dx2 + ω2 − Vrec(x)
)
ψ(x) = 0 , (11)

where the potential

Vrec(x) =



0 (x < 0) ,
V0 (0 ≤ x < d) ,
0 (d ≤ x < d+ b) ,
δV (d+ b ≤ x < d+ b+ δ) ,
0 (d+ b+ δ ≤ x) ,

(12)

has a primary barrier of height V0 and width d, and a
(small) secondary barrier of height δV ≪ V0 and width
δ, located at distance b from the primary barrier. The
in-mode homogeneous solution of Eq. (11) can be found
analytically:

ψin =
{
e−iωx , x → −∞
Bout(ω)eiωx +Bin(ω)e−iωx , x → +∞

. (13)

The QNM frequencies ω = ωn and QNMEFs, defined by

En = Bout(ω)
2ωB′

in(ω)

∣∣∣∣
ω=ωn

, (14)

can also be found analytically. The QNMs are significantly
destabilized by tuning the parameters of the small barrier,
as shown in Fig. 6.

We can also compute a waveform h
(rec)
G (t)

h
(rec)
G = 1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
dω

Bout

2iωBin
e−iωt , (15)
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corresponding to the unperturbed single primary barrier
(i.e., δV = 0), and compare it with h

(rec)
E :

h
(rec)
E =

N ′
max∑

n=0
Ene

−iωnt + 2Re
[

Nmax∑
n=0

Ene
−iωnt

]
, (16)

where the first term accounts for the contribution from
purely imaginary QNMs, and the second term accounts
for the QNMs with nonzero real parts as well as their mir-
ror modes. We have checked that the number of QNMs
included in h

(rec)
E is large enough to achieve convergence

(as measured by the mismatch M) at t ≳ 2. We in-
clude QNMs whose QNMEFs satisfy |E22n| > 10−4 and
|Re(ω22n)| < 50 in (16). In Fig. 7 we show that a superpo-
sition of destabilized QNMs can reproduce the waveform
h

(rec)
G with a mismatch M ≲ 10−5 at t > 0, and that

QNM sets with long-lived trapped modes (red dashed and
blue dot-dashed lines) exhibit better convergence than the
QNMs of the unperturbed barrier (black solid line), with
the convergence improving as b increases. This is qualita-
tively consistent with the Kerr QNM results discussed in
the main text.
Extraction of the power-law tail. To extract the
power-law tail from hG (thick solid yellow in the left
panel in Fig. 3), we use the following fitting function:

htail(t) = c

(t+ a)b
, (17)

where a, b and c are the fitting parameters. We fit
hG with Eq. (17) at late times (100 ≤ t ≤ 200) with
Mathematica’s built-in function NonlinearModelFit.
With three fitting parameters, {a, b, c}, we find the
NonlinearModelFit fit to be unstable. To address this,
we fix the parameter {a}, determine the remaining two pa-
rameters {b, c} with NonlinearModelFit, and obtain the

−10.0 −7.5 −5.0 −2.5 0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0

t

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

|h
(r

ec
)

E
(t

)|

|h(rec)
G |

δV = 0

δV = 10−4, b = 2

δV = 10−4, b = 5

−5 −4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3

t

10−6

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

M
FIG. 7. Reconstruction of the waveform h

(rec)
G with the super-

posed QNM waveform h
(rec)
E . We set V0 = 1, d = 1, δ = 0.1,

and vary δV and b. The waveform h
(rec)
E with δV = 0 (black

solid), δV = 10−4, b = 2 (red dashed) and δV = 10−4, b = 5
(blue dot-dashed) are shown.

0 50 100 150 200

t

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

|hG|
|hG| tail extracted

|hE| with QNMs in GR

c/(t+ a)b

FIG. 8. Fit of the model function (17) to extract the power-
law tail from hG. The best-fit tail with a = 4.5, b = 1.9716,
c = 0.81754 (dot-dashed black) is shown.

value of the EstimatedVariance. We then systematically
vary {a} over the range of [1, 10] and obtain the values
of {a, b, c} that minimize the EstimatedVariance. For
j = 0.7, we find that the best-fit model for the power-law
tail in hG is given by a ≃ 4.5, b ≃ 1.97 and c ≃ 0.818,
with EstimatedVariance ∼ 10−16 (see Fig. 8). We also
observed that the late-time tail in the imaginary part of
hG is of the order of 10−6–10−7, which is much smaller
than the real part, so we neglect the contribution of the
imaginary part of the tail.
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FIG. 9. Avoided crossing and mode crossing (exceptional point) between the (2, 2, 5) and (2, 2, 6) QNMs in the Kerr-de Sitter
spacetime. We vary the spin parameter j in the range [0.85, 0.95] and we consider four values of the cosmological constant:
Λ = 0 (top row), Λ = 0.028 (second row), Λ = 0.034 (third row), and Λ = 0.04 (bottom row).

Destructive resonant excitation in Kerr-de Sitter
BHs. We compute the QNMEFs for the Kerr-de Sitter
BH, defined as

E
(KdS)
ℓmn =

A
(out)
ℓm (ωℓmn)

2ω3
ℓmnA

(in)
ℓm

′(ωℓmn)
, (18)

from the general Heun’s function that gives the analytic
solution of the Teukolsky equation [40, 41]. The asymp-

totic amplitudes we used in this calculation, A(in)
ℓm and

A
(out)
ℓm , are defined in Appendix C of [31].
The large enhancement of the QNMEFs for (2, 2, 5)

and (2, 2, 6) found in Ref. [31], and explained in terms of
avoided crossing in Ref. [33], corresponds to the existence
of an exceptional point at (j,Λ) ≃ (0.896, 0.034). As
shown in Fig. 4, we find that there is significant destructive
interference even at the onset of QNM excitation for all
values of Λ, including Λ = 0 (i.e., the Kerr case).
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