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We have systematically presented the effect of the Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP) in
Casimir wormhole space-time in the recently proposed modified gravity, the so-called symmetric
teleparallel gravity, or f (Q) gravity. We consider two famous GUP models, such as the Kempf,
Mangano, and Mann (KMM) model and the Detournay, Gabriel, and Spindel (DGS) model, in this
study. Also, to find the solutions, we assumed two different f (Q) forms and obtained analytic as well
as numerical solutions under the effect of GUP. Besides this, we investigate the solutions with three
different redshift functions under an anisotropic fluid located at the throat. Further, we analyzed
the obtained wormhole solutions with energy conditions, especially null energy conditions (NEC) at
the wormhole’s throat, and encountered that some arbitrary quantity disrespects the classical energy
conditions at the wormhole throat of radius r0. Later, the ADM mass and the volume integral quan-
tifier are also discussed to calculate the amount of exotic matter required near the wormhole throat.
Additionally, we show the behavior of the equation of state parameters under the effect of GUP.

Keywords: Casimir wormhole, Generalized Uncer-
tainty Principle (GUP), energy conditions, f (Q) gravity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Wormholes and Black holes are the two most fascinat-
ing solutions to the field equations of Einstein’s General
Relativity (GR). The existence of Black holes has been in-
vestigated in [1–3], whereas the existence of wormholes
remains unsolved. A study on this topic has been done
by Khatsymovsky in [4]. Also, the authors of [5, 6], in-
vestigated the possibility of the existence of wormholes
in galactic halo regions. Recently, Bambi and Stojkovic
reviewed past and current efforts to search for astro-
physical wormholes in the Universe in [7].
In 1916, Flamm first realized the concept of wormhole
[8] and acknowledged that the Schwarzschild black hole
could provide a path for interstellar travels. Later, in
1935, Einstein and Rosen adopted this concept and con-
structed a hypothetical bridge or a wormhole mathe-
matically [9]. But, the term ‘wormhole’ was introduced
for the first time in 1957 by Misner and Wheeler [10].
Later it was admitted that the wormhole solutions do
not construct a stable configuration - its ‘throat’ shuts
up too fast when subjected to even tiny perturbation
[11–13]. In 1988, Morris and Thorne first gave the idea
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of a traversable wormhole [14]. They have provided
some basic and desired properties of a wormhole for its
traversability. In the context of GR, the primary compo-
nent of the wormhole is the violation of energy condi-
tions and the matter which disrespects the energy con-
ditions (especially null energy conditions (NEC)) at or in
the vicinity of the throat dubbed exotic matter [14, 15].
The exotic matter is used to define some cosmological
observations, such as the behavior of the galactic rota-
tion curves, the late-time accelerated expansion of the
universe, and the mass discrepancy in clusters of galax-
ies. But, recently, some astrophysical observations have
revealed that exotic matter is not required for an accel-
erated expansion of the Universe, and hence researchers
considered phantom regions for wormholes study sub-
sequent to this observation [16–19]. Further, such ex-
otic matter can be required in both static [20–22] and dy-
namic [23–25] wormhole cases.
In wormhole physics, the minimization of exotic matter
is a big challenge. Therefore some techniques have been
introduced in the literature, such as the “cut and paste”
method [26, 27] to minimize the usage of exotic matter,
but this method is restricted to wormhole throat only.
Also, Visser et al., [28] have developed a suitable mea-
sure called “volume integral quantifier (VIQ)” to check
the amount of exotic matter required for a traversable
wormhole.
In the last few years, researchers have been growing cu-
riosity about modified theories of gravity (MTG). Basi-
cally, MTGs are the geometrical generalizations of Ein-
stein’s GR in which cosmic acceleration can be gained
by modifying the Einstein-Hilbert action integral. Many
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MTGs have been used to describe dark energy and,
mainly, both early and late time acceleration expansion
of the Universe. Since MTG helps us to explain cos-
mic expansion and further related concepts, it would
be fascinating to experiment with the capacity of these
theories to study astrophysical objects such as worm-
holes, compact stars, etc. Quadratic gravity [29], Born-
Infeld theory [30–32], curvature matter coupling [33, 34],
Einstein-Cartan gravity [35–37], Rastall theory [38], and
other modified gravities [39–45] are few examples. Re-
cently, in [46–48], the authors have published some in-
teresting research on the shadows of wormholes and
Kerr-like wormholes. These types of works also dis-
cussed in f (R) and f (T) gravity as well (see Refs.
[49, 50]). Further, one may study some interesting ar-
ticles on wormhole geometries in different MTG such
as in f (R) gravity [51–55], f (R, T) gravity [56–59], f (T)
gravity [60–62] and other modified theories gravity [63–
69].
Over the years, significant growth has been witnessed in
the extensions of GR [70] involving torsion-based grav-
ity [71]. Nevertheless, in 1999, the non-metricity theory
came to light after the proposal of the so-called Symmet-
ric Teleparallel Gravity [72–74]. In this modified gravity,
both curvature and torsion are set to zero; hence, grav-
itation is linked to the non-metricity tensor and affili-
ated to the nonmetricity scalar Q. Recently, Jimenez et
al. has generalized this theory which has acquired sig-
nificant attention from researchers, namely f (Q) grav-
ity [75] where the gravitational field is expressed by
the non-metricity scalar Q only. This theory has suc-
cessfully encountered various background and pertur-
bation observational data such as the Supernovae type
Ia (SNIa), Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), Red-
shift Space Distortion (RSD), Baryonic Acoustic Oscilla-
tions (BAO), etc., [76–79], and this conflict demonstrates
that the f (Q) gravity could challenge the ΛCDM model
[80]. Moreover, we could see the growing interest of
f (Q) gravity in the field of astrophysical objects as well.
Black holes in f (Q) gravity have been investigated in
[81]. In [82], the authors have studied the application of
the spherically symmetric configurations in f(Q) gravity.
Further, the static and spherically symmetric solutions
under anisotropic fluid for f (Q) gravity have been dis-
cussed by Wang et al. in [83]. Hassan et al. [84] have
investigated wormhole geometries in f (Q) gravity by
choosing linear equations of state (EoS) and anisotropic
relations. They have found exact solutions for the lin-
ear model and have confirmed a small amount of ex-
otic matter required for a traversable wormhole via VIQ
[84]. Also, in [85], Mustafa et al. have obtained worm-
hole solutions from the Karmarkar condition and pro-

vide the possibility of obtaining traversable wormholes
respecting the energy conditions. Recently, a class of
static spherically symmetric solutions in f (Q) gravity
have been investigated in [86]. For more applications
of astrophysical objects in f (Q) gravity, one may check
the literature such as wormholes with charge [87], con-
formal symmetry [88], and compact star [89].
It is well known that in Einstein’s GR, for the worm-
hole to be traversable, we need to violate the Null En-
ergy Condition (NEC), which confirms the presence of
exotic matter at the wormhole throat. One practical ex-
ample of such matters can be found in the Casimir ef-
fect. The Casimir effect appears if we put two parallel
conducting plates in a vacuum. They attract themselves
as the zero modes of the quantum field theory give rise
to the energy between the plates. It was first discov-
ered by [90] and was later shown by [91] in a different
way. The experimental evidence of the Casimir effect is
also known and has been shown in [92, 93]. In [94], the
author has recently presented a wormhole model prob-
ing the negative energy density because of the Casimir
effect and explored the consequences of quantum weak
energy conditions on the traversability of the wormhole.
The idea of the Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP)
comes from the fact that in the quantum gravity the-
ory, there is usually a fundamental length scale beyond
which the resolution is not possible, such as in string
theory, and the length of string, etc. It may be shown via
renormalization group theory methods that such an ele-
mentary length scale is inhabitable, as demonstrated in
[95]. There are many other phenomenological implica-
tions in quantum gravity theory if we allow a minimum
length scale which has been discussed in detail in [96].
It is known that the uncertainty principle in quantum
mechanics is given as follows, if Â and B̂ are two Hermi-
tian operators, then the Uncertainty principle is defined
as

∆A∆B ≥ 1
2i
〈
[A, B]

〉
, (1)

where ∆A =

√〈
Â2
〉
−
(〈

Â
〉)2

.

For position x and momentum p we can get the origi-
nal position momentum uncertainty relation ∆x∆p ≥ h̄

2 ,
where h̄ is the plank constant.
Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle has powerful exper-
imental evidence. However, some serious problems oc-
cur when we try to incorporate it into GR, such as in
classical GR, we get a singularity in the metric like in
Schwarzschild solutions at r = 0. Note that the un-
certainty principle states that ∆x∆p ≥ h̄

2 . So by ap-
proximation, we can see the position momentum near
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the singularity would behave like ∆x ∼ Const.
∆p , but we

know in natural units, the Schwarzschild solutions go
as ∆x = 2G∆p as in natural unit M (mass), p (momen-
tum), and E (energy) have the same dimension. One
way to make Schwarzschild singularity compatible with
the Heisenberg uncertainty principle is to guess that
the form of the momentum position relation has been
something like ∆x ∼ h̄

∆p + G∆p or in natural units,
we can roughly see the uncertainty principle becomes

[x, p] = ih̄(1+λp2) also, in the natural units ∆pm ∼
√

h̄
G

and ∆xm ∼
√

h̄G so far as for the search for such a fun-
damental length scale goes. Various experiments have
been proposed, like seeing the modified dispersion re-
lation of a photon via gamma-ray burst [97]; there is a
phenomenological discussion in [98] on how the vari-
ous experimental methods can probe the fundamental
length scale of λ like lamb shift λ < 1036, Landau level
λ < 1056, tunneling λ < 1021. For various other exper-
iments, one can see [96, 99] and the reference therein.
Corrections of the Casimir effect due to GUP are also
well known and are discussed in [100]. The applica-
tion of minimal time scale and GUP has already been
successfully used in solving the Wheeler-Dewitt equa-
tion for the universe’s evolution [101]. In recent years
GUP has also been used to find dispersion relation dur-
ing Hawking radiation of Schwarzschild-de Sitter black
holes [102], and can one can also get a limit of minimal
length scale already knowing the blackhole evaporation
formula using semiclassical quantum gravity.
The effect of GUP in the Casimir wormhole has been
widely studied by Garattini in [103]. Further, Samart et
al. investigated the charged wormhole with and with-
out GUP corrected Casimir wormhole in [104] for clas-
sical GR. These researches motivate us to study the ef-
fect of GUP Casimir wormholes in the recently pro-
posed modified symmetric teleparallel gravity. Partic-
ularly, we consider two famous GUP relations such as
the Kempf, Mangano and Mann (KMM) model and the
Detournay, Gabriel and Spindel (DGS) model, and in-
vestigate a class of asymptotically flat wormhole solu-
tions in the background of the effect of GUP corrected
Casimir energy.
This article is organized as follows: We have introduced
the basic formalism of f (Q) gravity and constructed the
Morris-Throne wormhole metric field equations for the
affiliated gravity in Sec. II. A brief review of the Casimir
effect under the generalized uncertainty principle is pre-
sented in Sec. III. In Sec. IV, we construct the shape
function by comparing the GUP corrected energy den-
sity with the wormhole metric’s energy density and in-
vestigated the traversability conditions with different

redshift functions under linear f (Q) gravity. Further,
a discussion on the energy conditions for both models
under the linear f (Q) form is placed in Sec. V. Also,
in VI, we used a numerical approach to study GUP cor-
rected Casimir wormhole for the quadratic case, showed
the possible form for the shape function, and the ADM
mass is also examined in Sec. VII. Furthermore, to inves-
tigate the amount of exotic matter necessary for worm-
hole maintenance, we used the Volume Integral Quan-
tifier, presented in VIII. Finally, we conclude our results
in the last section.

II. BASIC FORMULATION OF WORMHOLES AND
FIELD EQUATIONS IN f (Q) GRAVITY

Here we consider the static and spherically symmetric
Morris-Thorne wormhole metric [14, 15], defined by

ds2 = U(r)dt2 − V(r)dr2 − r2dΩ2, (2)

where, dΩ2 = dθ2 + sin2θdΦ2, U(r) = eϕ(r) and V(r) =(
1 − b(r)

r

)−1
. The function b(r) designated as the shape

function is used to define the shape of the wormholes.
The expression ϕ(r) is the redshift function, and it is re-
lated to the gravitational redshift. To avoid the event
horizon, ϕ(r) must be finite everywhere. Besides this,
to have wormhole geometry, b(r) should satisfy the
flaring-out condition, which is given by (b− b′r)/b2 > 0
[14] and at the throat b(r0) = r0 (r0 is the throat ra-
dius), the condition b ′(r0) < 1 is imposed. Further, the
asymptotic flatness condition, that is, the limit b(r)

r → 0
as r → ∞ is also required. In GR, satisfying the above
conditions may confirm the presence of exotic matter at
the throat of the wormhole.
Now, we are going to briefly present some generalities
about the f (Q) gravity. The action for this gravity is
given by [75]

S =
∫ 1

2
f (Q)

√
−g d4x +

∫
Lm
√
−g d4x , (3)

where, Lm denoted as Lagrangian density of matter and
g = Det[gµν]. Here f (Q) is the arbitrary function of the
non-metricity scalar Q.
The non-metricity tensor may be denoted by

Qλµν = ▽λgµν = ∂λgµν − Γβ
λµgβν − Γβ

λνgµβ, (4)

where, Γβ
µν is the metric affine connection.

Also its independent traces may be reads as

Qα = Qα
µ

µ, Q̃α = Qµ
αµ. (5)
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The non-metricity scalar is represented as [75]

Q = −Qαµν Pαµν, (6)

where, Pα
µν is the non-metricity conjugate and it may

be defined by

Pα
µν =

1
4

[
−Qα

µν + 2Q(µ
α

ν) + Qαgµν − Q̃αgµν

−δα
(µQν)

]
. (7)

Also, the standard energy-momentum tensor can be
written as

Tµν = − 2√−g
δ
(√−gLm

)

δgµν . (8)

Now, to obtain the field equations for this theory, we
vary the action (3) with regard to the metric tensor gµν,
the motion equations

2√−g
▽γ

(√
−g fQ Pγ

µν

)
+

1
2

gµν f

+ fQ

(
Pµγi Qν

γi − 2 Qγiµ Pγi
ν

)
= −Tµν, (9)

where fQ = d f
dQ . Also, by varying the action over the

connection, one obtains

▽µ ▽ν

(√
−g fQ Pγ

µν

)
= 0. (10)

In this study, we consider the diagonal energy-
momentum tensor for an anisotropic fluid of the form

Tµ
ν = diag[ρ, −Pr, −Pt, −Pt], (11)

where, ρ is the energy density. Pr and Pt denote the ra-
dial and tangential pressure, respectively.
For the line element (2), we are able to find the following
non-metricity scalar from Eq. (6)

Q = − b
r2

[
rb′ − b
r(r − b)

+ ϕ
′
]

. (12)

Now, the field equations for the wormhole metric (2)
with anisotropic matter source (11) in modified symmet-
ric teleparallel gravity may be obtained as

ρ =
(r − b)

2r3

[
2 r fQQQ

′ b
r − b

+ fQ



(2r − b)

(
rb

′ − b
)

(r − b)2 +
b
(

rϕ
′
+ 2
)

r − b


+

f r3

r − b


 ,

(13)

Pr = − (r − b)
2r3

[
2 r fQQQ

′ b
r − b

+ fQ


 b

r − b

(
rb′ − b
r − b

+ rϕ
′
+ 2

)
− 2rϕ

′


+

f r3

r − b


 ,

(14)

Pt = − (r − b)
4r2

[
−2 r ϕ

′
fQQQ

′

+ fQ




(
rb

′ − b
)

r(r − b)

(
2r

r − b
+ rϕ

′
)
+

2(2b − r)ϕ
′

r − b

−r
(

ϕ
′)2

− 2rϕ
′′
)
+

2 f r2

r − b

]
, (15)

where ′ represents d
dr .

III. THE CASIMIR EFFECT UNDER THE GUP

A. Casimir effect

One of the natural sources of exotic matter which nat-
urally comes for quantization of field is Casimir energy.
It is well known that if we keep two parallel conduct-
ing plates in close proximity, they get attracted, and the
energy is given by the formula below,

E(a) = − π2

720
S
a3 . (16)

This formula was first derived in [90] and indepen-
dently by [91], and later experimentally verified in
[92, 93].
One can show that the expression of Eq. (16) comes from
summing over the normal modes of the field and ade-
quately regularizing the sum. One can do the regular-
ization in two ways: first, by introducing a cutoff limit
[105], and second via an analytic continuation of the Rie-
mann Zeta function [106], both of which lead to the same
answer.
It is known that the stability of a wormhole requires the
NEC violation, and the exotic matter is necessary for the
stability of the wormhole. Casimir energy can be used
for such exotic matter sources as it has been studied in
detail in various “Casimir wormhole” articles (See Refs.
[107–109]). However, on such a small quantum scale,
it is not just necessary for the vacuum fluctuation but
also for the fundamental length scale that gets impor-
tant. So we need to use the fact that there is a natu-
ral length scale associated with the fundamental theory
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underlying quantum gravity; as we will see in the fol-
lowing subsection that such a fundamental length scale
will give rise to the generalized uncertainty principle.
In fact, the order of magnitude of such correction in the
Casimir magnitude effect is quite comparable with the
general Casimir force.

B. Generalized Uncertainty Principle

As stated earlier, the existence of a minimum length
scale leads to modifying the uncertainty principle. Also,
in the definition of position and momentum, various is-
sues of GUP are discussed in [110–113].
Here we are only interested in the effect of Casimir en-
ergy due to GUP. We follow [100] for the correction of
Casimir energy in GUP from this paper. We also note
that position and momentum are no longer conjugate
variables in the classical sense, so we can not talk about
the position eigenspace as actual physical position since
we have changed the position momentum relation. One
way to still talk about the position as the states projected
onto the maximally localized state is also known as the
“quasi position representation” as discussed in [110].
However, there are mainly two ways to get the physi-
cal position states or “maximally localized states”, one
is the canonical approach by KMM [110], and later DGS
[113] found that all squeezed states which represent the
“maximally localized states” can not be found by this
method, so they have used the variational program to
find that.
We have used both methods of GUP to see the effect
of change in the Casimir force and how it affects our
wormhole solutions. We note that from [100] that in the
n-special dimension, GUP can be defined as

[xi, pj] = ih̄[ f (p2)δij + g(p2)pi pj]. (17)

We also note that these are the only options in the first
order due to spherical symmetry. Also, we note that the
form of f and g are not arbitrary, as discussed in [110].
We can see the quantum state, which may be written as

ψr =
1

(
√

2πh̄)3
Ω(p) exp

(
− i

h̄
[k(p).r − h̄ω(p)t]

)
. (18)

where the functional form of ω(p) denotes the disper-
sion relation that can be found in theory. Here Ω and k
are the measure and the wave vector, respectively.
Below we discuss two of the most popular ways of GUP
that is KMM [110] which uses squeezed state and DGS
[113] which uses variational principle and is a little more
useful in the general case.
The various field theoretic formulations of GUP, as well

as the issue of ultraviolet divergence issues, etc., can be
found in [100, 114].

1. KMM Model

The specific form of these states depends on the num-
ber of dimensions and the specific model considered.
There are at least two different approaches to construct-
ing maximally localized states in the literature: the
procedure proposed by Kempf, Mangano, and Mann
(KMM) [110]. This model corresponds to the choice of
the generic functions f ( p̂2) and g( p̂2) given in [114].

f ( p̂2) =
λ p̂2

√
1 + 2λ p̂2 − 1

, g( p̂2) = λ. (19)

From now onwards, we shall remove the hat over the
operator. The KMM construction of maximally localized
states gives Eq. (18) the following functions:

κi(p) =

(√
1 + 2λp2 − 1

λp2

)
pi, (20)

ω(p) =
pc
h̄

(√
1 + 2λp2 − 1

λp2

)
, (21)

Ω(p) =

(√
1 + 2λp2 − 1

λp2

) δ
2

, (22)

where n denote the number of space-time dimensions,

and δ = 1 +
√

1 + n
2 represents the KMM approach.

Now we could determine the identity operator from the
scalar product of maximally localized states

∫ dn p√
1 + 2λp2

(√
1 + 2λp2 − 1

λp2

)(n+δ)

|p⟩⟨p| = 1.

(23)

2. DGS Model

As defined earlier, various maximally localized states
may correspond to a given choice of generic functions
(19). The DGS [113] maximally localized forms are pro-
vided by Eq. (18) with

κi(p) =

(√
1 + 2λp2 − 1

λp2

)
pi, (24)

ω(p) =
pc
h̄

(√
1 + 2λp2 − 1

λp2

)
, (25)
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Ω(p) =


Γ
(

3
2

)(
2
√

2
π
√

λ

) 1
2



[

1
p

λp2
√

1 + 2λp2 − 1

] 1
2

J 1
2

×

π

√
λ√

2

(√
1 + 2λp2 − 1

λp2

)
p


 , (26)

where J 1
2

is the Bessel function of the first kind. Now on
solving the above expression, one can obtain

Ω(p) =
√

2
π

√
λp√

1 + 2λp2 − 1

× sin

[√
2π(

√
1 + 2λp2 − 1)
2
√

λp

]
. (27)

The modified identity operator for the momentum
eingestates |p⟩ for this case

∫ dn p√
1 + 2λp2

(√
1 + 2λp2 − 1

λp2

)n

|p⟩⟨p| = 1. (28)

C. GUP corrected energy density

In [100], the authors have employed the concept of
minimal length and GUP to obtain the finite energy be-
tween the plane plates. They have derived the Hamil-
tonian and the corrections to the Casimir energy due to
the minimal length. Up to a first order correction term
in the minimal uncertainty parameter λ, the Casimir en-
ergy for the two different cases of construction of maxi-
mally localized states are obtained as

E = −π2S
720

h̄
a3


1 + Λi

(
h̄
√

λ

a

)2

 , (29)

where S is the surface area of the plates and a is the sep-
aration between them. Λ is a constant where i = 1, 2. In
particular we have the following two cases:

Λ1 = π2

(
28 + 3

√
10

14

)
(for KMM model),

Λ2 =

(
4π2(3 + π2)

21

)
(for DGS model).

Then the force can be obtained with the computation of

F = −dE
da

= −3π2S
720

h̄
a4


1 +

5
3

Λi

(
h̄
√

λ

a

)2

 . (30)

Thus, we get the formula for pressure

P =
F
S
= −3π2

720
h̄
a4


1 +

5
3

Λi

(
h̄
√

λ

a

)2

 = ωρ. (31)

From the above equation, we can see that EoS can be de-
fined by putting ω = 3. Now we can see that in natural
units, the GUP-corrected energy density becomes

ρ = − π2

720
1
a4

[
1 +

5
3

Λi

(
λ

a2

)]
. (32)

Setting λ = 0, we obtain the usual Casimir result.

IV. GUP CORRECTED CASIMIR WORMHOLES FOR
THE LINEAR f (Q) = α Q + β MODEL

In this segment, we assume the simplest linear func-
tional form of f (Q) gravity, such as f (Q) = αQ + β,
where α (the bound has been motivated from [115])
and β are model parameters. Note that the above model
can be reduced to GR if we consider α = 1 and β = 0.
This particular form is derived from the most general
power law form f (Q) = αQn+1 + β [116]. With this spe-
cific linear model, Solanki et al., [115] have investigated
the late-time cosmic acceleration without invoking any
dark energy component in the matter part. For this lin-
ear model, our general field equations (13-15) reduces to

ρ =
αb′

r2 +
β

2
, (33)

Pr =
1
r3

[
2αr (r − b) ϕ′ − αb

]
− β

2
, (34)

Pt =
1

2r3

[
α
(

rϕ′ + 1
) (

−rb′ + 2r(r − b)ϕ′ + b
)]

+
α(r − b)ϕ′′

r
− β

2
. (35)

Further, to obtain the shape function of the GUP cor-
rected energy density, we replace the plate separation
distance a by the radial distance r in Eq. (32). In that
case, we can rewrite the energy density from Eq. (32) as

ρ = − π2

720
1
r4

[
1 +

5
3

Λi

(
λ

r2

)]
. (36)

Now comparing Eqs. (33) and (36), and solving the dif-
ferential equation for shape function b(r), we obtain

b(r) = − 1
2160α

[
−5π2λΛi

3r3 + 360βr3 − 3π2

r

]
+ c1,

(37)
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where c1 is the integrating constant, and to calculate it,
we apply throat condition b(r0) = r0 in the above equa-
tion, we get

c1 = r0 +
1

2160α

[
−5π2λΛi

3r3
0

+ 360βr3
0 −

3π2

r0

]
. (38)

Inserting Eq. (38) into Eq. (37), we obtain the final ver-
sion of shape function b(r) as follows

b(r) = r0 +
ξ1

5

(
1
r
− 1

r0

)
+

ξ1λΛi
9

(
1
r3 − 1

r3
0

)

+
β

6α

(
r3

0 − r3
)

, (39)

where

ξ1 =
π2

144 α
. (40)

It may be observed that the above equation is not
asymptotically flat, that is, for r → ∞, b(r)

r ↛ 0. It hap-
pens because of the fourth term of the above equation.
For β → 0, it will satisfy the flatness condition. From
now on, we consider β = 0 in this work. The last equa-
tion reduces to

b(r) = r0 +
ξ1

5

(
1
r
− 1

r0

)
+

ξ1λΛi
9

(
1
r3 − 1

r3
0

)
. (41)

The GUP correction term is proportional to the minimal
uncertainty parameter λ. Clearly, in the limit λ → 0, the
shape function reduces to that of the Casimir wormhole
[117].
In Figs. 1 and 2, we have depicted the behavior of shape
functions for both models. It can be observed from Fig.
1 that for the increasing values of λ, the shape function
b(r) shows positively decreasing behavior, whereas, for
the increase of α, it shows increasing behavior. Also,
from Fig. 2, it is confirmed that the flaring-out condi-
tion is satisfied in the vicinity of the wormhole throat
under asymptotic background.

For the GUP-corrected Casimir wormhole, the field
equations (33-35) can be read as

ρ(r) = −
π2
(

5Λiλ + 3r2
)

D1
, (42)

Pr(r) =
1

3D1r3
0

[
r(r − r0)ϕ

′D2 + π2
(

5Λiλ
(

r3 − r3
0

)

+9r2r2
0(r − r0)

)
−D3

]
, (43)

Pt(r) =
1

12D1r3
0

[
r
(

ϕ′
(

r(r − r0)ϕ
′D2 + 5π2Λiλ

×
(

r3 + 2r3
0

)
+D4

)
+ 2r(r − r0)ϕ

′′D2

)
+ 2π2

×
(
−5Λiλ

(
r3 − 4r3

0

)
− 9r2r2

0(r − 2r0)

)
+ 2D3

]
, (44)

where,

D1 = 2160r6, (45)

D2 = 5π2Λiλ
(

r2 + rr0 + r2
0

)
+ 9r2r2

0

(
720αrr0 + π2

)
,

(46)

D3 = 6480αr3r4
0, (47)

D4 = 9r3r2
0

(
720αr0(2r − r0) + π2

)
. (48)

Now, we shall present our study in the following sub-
sections with the above components of generalized field
equations.

A. Case-I: ϕ(r) = k

In this subsection, we consider ϕ(r) = k, where k is
any constant and hence ϕ

′
(r) = 0.

For this case, the wormhole metric can be read as

ds2 = −ekdt2 +
dr2

1 − r0
r + ξ1

5r

(
1
r − 1

r0

)
+ ξ1λΛi

9r

(
1
r3 − 1

r3
0

)

+ r2 dθ2 + r2sin2θ dΦ2, (49)

where, ξ1 is defined in Eq. (40).
Now we derive the equation of state (EoS) for the radial
pressure defined by

Pr(r) = ωr(r)ρ(r), (50)

where ω is the EoS parameter which is a function of r.
Considering Eqs. (33-35) with shape function (41) under
constant redshift function (zero tidal force), we obtain

ωr =

π2
(

5Λiλ
(

r3
0 − r3

)
+ 9r2r2

0(r0 − r)
)
+D3

K1
, (51)

where

K1 = 3π2r3
0

(
5Λiλ + 3r2

)
. (52)



8

1 2 3 4 5

r

0.975

0.980

0.985

0.990

0.995

1.000

1.005

b(
r)

Shape function for KMM model with different λ

λ = 0

λ = 0.1

λ = 0.2

1 2 3 4 5

r

0.975

0.980

0.985

0.990

0.995

1.000

1.005

b(
r)

Shape function for DGS model with different λ

λ = 0

λ = 0.1

λ = 0.2

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

r

0.97

0.98

0.99

1.00

1.01

b(
r)

Shape function for KMM model with different α

α = 0.90

α = 0.95

α = 1.0

α = 1.1

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

r

0.97

0.98

0.99

1.00

1.01

b(
r)

Shape function for DGS model with different α

α = 0.90

α = 0.95

α = 1.0

α = 1.1

FIG. 1. Shape functions for KMM and DGS models against radial distance r with r0 = 1. We fix α = 2 for the upper half and
λ = 0.1 for the lower half in the figures. Also, note that on the upper half figures λ = 0 corresponds to the usual Casimir
wormhole, and on the lower half figures α = 1 corresponds to the GR case.

1 2 3 4 5

r

−0.10

−0.08

−0.06

−0.04

−0.02

0.00

b′
(r

)

Flare-out condition for KMM model with different λ

λ = 0

λ = 0.1

λ = 0.2

1 2 3 4 5

r

−0.08

−0.06

−0.04

−0.02

0.00

b′
(r

)

Flare-out condition for DGS model with different λ

λ = 0

λ = 0.1

λ = 0.2

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

r

−0.12

−0.10

−0.08

−0.06

−0.04

−0.02

0.00

b′
(r

)

Flare-out condition for KMM model with different α

α = 0.90

α = 0.95

α = 1.0

α = 1.1

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0

r

−0.10

−0.08

−0.06

−0.04

−0.02

0.00

b′
(r

)

Flare-out condition for DGS model with different α

α = 0.90

α = 0.95

α = 1.0

α = 1.1

FIG. 2. Flare-out conditions for KMM and DGS models against radial distance r with r0 = 1. We fix α = 2 for the upper half
and λ = 0.1 for the lower half in the figures. Also, note that on the upper half figures λ = 0 corresponds to the usual Casimir
wormhole, and on the lower half figures α = 1 corresponds to the GR case.
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FIG. 3. EoS parameter ωr for KMM (left) and DGS (right)
model using ϕ(r) = k for different α with r0 = 1 and λ = 0.1.
In the figure, α = 1 corresponds to the GR case.

The behavior of radial EoS parameter ωr for both
KMM and DGS models has been illustrated in Fig. 3. It
is observed that radial EoS parameter ωr increases posi-
tively with the increased values of α and radial distance
r.

B. Case-II: ϕ(r) = k
r

We shall start our investigation by considering the ra-
dial EoS relation (50). From the field equations (33) and
(34), we can determine the redshift function

ϕ
′
(r) =

ωrb
′
r + b

r(r − b)
, (53)

for the redshift function ϕ(r) = k
r , we are able to find the

EoS parameter

ωr(r) = − k(r − b) + br
b′r2 . (54)

with shape function (41)

ωr =
1

rK1

[
5π2Λiλ(k − r)

(
r3 − r3

0

)
+ 9r2r2

0

×
(

720αrr0(k(r − r0) + rr0) + π2(k − r)(r − r0)
)]

.

(55)

at wormhole throat, the last equation reduces to

ωr |r=r0=
2160αr4

0

π2
(

5Λiλ + 3r2
0

) . (56)

The behavior of the EoS parameter for both models is
shown in Fig. 4.
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FIG. 4. EoS parameter ωr for KMM (left) and DGS (right)
model using ϕ(r) = k

r for three different values of k with
r0 = 1, λ = 0.1 and α = 0.95.

C. Case-III: ϕ(r) = ln
(√

η2+r2

r

)

For this specific redshift function, our wormhole met-
ric can be read as

ds2 = −
(

1 +
η2

r2

) 1
2

dt2 + V(r)dr2 + r2 dΩ2, (57)

where η is any positive parameter. For this non-constant
redshift function, from Eq. (50), we could find the EoS
parameter ωr as

ωr(r) = − rb + η2
(
η2 + r2

)
b′

, (58)

and for the shape function (41), the above equation re-
duces to

ωr(r) =
1
K2

[
5π2Λiλr2

(
r3

0 − r3
)
+ 9r4r2

0

×
(

720αr0

(
η2 + rr0

)
+ π2(r0 − r)

)]
, (59)

where K2 = K1

(
η2 + r2

)
and K1 is defined in Eq. (52).

The graphical behavior of EoS parameter ωr for both
models has been depicted in Fig. 5.
Now we consider another form of EoS, such as

Pt(r) = ωt(r)ρ(r), (60)

where ωt(r) is the EoS parameter which is a function of
the radial coordinate r. With this form of EoS, we get the
following differential equation

α

[
b′
(

rϕ′ + 4ω + 2
)
+ b

(
rϕ′2 + ϕ′ + 2rϕ′′ − 2

r

)

−r
(

ϕ′
(

rϕ′ + 2
)
+ 2rϕ′′

)]
= 0. (61)
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FIG. 5. EoS parameter ωr for KMM (left) and DGS (right)

model using ϕ(r) = 1
2 log

(
1 + η2

r2

)
for different η with r0 = 1,

λ = 0.1 and α = 0.95.

Inserting the shape function (41) with the redshift func-

tion ϕ(r) = 1
2 log

(
1 + η2

r2

)
in the last equation, we could

obtain the tangential EoS parameter

ωt(r) =
1

4K3


π2

(
5Λiλ

(
−η2r2

(
r3 + 8r3

0

)
+ 2r4

×
(

r3 − 4r3
0

)
− 3η4r3

0

)
+ 9r2r2

0

(
−η2r2(r + 2r0)

+2r4(r − 2r0)− η4r0

))
−K5

]
, (62)

where

K3 = K2

(
η2 + r2

)
, (63)

K4 =
r
r0

(
η4 + 2r3r0 + η2r(4r − r0)

)
, (64)

K5 = D3K4, (65)

and D3 is defined in Eq. (47).
Also, we could find the radial EoS parameter ωr from
the expression (50)

ωr(r) =
1
K6

[
5π2Λiλr2

(
r3

0 − r3
)
+ 9r4r2

0

×
(

720αr0

(
η2 + rr0

)
+ π2(r0 − r)

)]
, (66)

where K6 = 3π2r3
0

(
η2 + r2

) (
5Λiλ + 3r2

)
.

At throat, the expressions (62) and (66) reduce to

ωr |r=r0=
2160αr4

0

π2
(

5Λiλ + 3r2
0

) , (67)

ωt |r=r0= −

(
η2 + 2r2

0

)(
π2
(

5Λiλ + 3r2
0

)
+ 2160αr4

0

)

4π2
(

η2 + r2
0

) (
5Λiλ + 3r2

0

) .

(68)
It is evident that the right-hand side of Eq. (67) is a posi-
tive quantity, whereas that of Eq. (68) is a negative quan-
tity. Thus it turns out that the radial EoS parameter ωr
increases and tangential ωt decreases with the increase
of the radial distance. We have depicted the graphical
behavior of the tangential EoS parameter in Fig. 6.
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FIG. 6. EoS parameter ωt for KMM (left) and DGS (right)

model using ϕ(r) = 1
2 log

(
1 + η2

r2

)
for different η with r0 = 1,

λ = 0.1 and α = 0.95.

V. ENERGY CONDITIONS

In this section, we shall discuss the classical energy
conditions developed from the Raychaudhuri equa-
tions. In GR, the wormhole solutions are maintained by
exotic matter involving a stress-energy tensor that disre-
spects the NEC (indeed, it disobeys all the energy con-
ditions [15]). Note that the NEC can be defined as

Tµνkµkν ≥ 0,

where kµ is the null vector. In this work, since we study
with an anisotropic fluid of stress-energy tensor of the
form (11), we have ρ + Pi ≥ 0 where i = r, t.
Using Eqs. (42-44), the NEC for the GUP-corrected
Casimir wormhole can be written from the above ex-
pression

ρ+ Pr =
αr0

r3D3

[
r(r − r0)ϕ

′D2 + π2
(

5Λiλ
(

r3 − 4r3
0

)

+9r2r2
0(r − 2r0)

)
−D3

]
, (69)
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ρ + Pt =
αr0

4r3D3

[
r
(

ϕ′
(

r(r − r0)ϕ
′D2 + 5π2Λiλ

×
(

r3 + 2r3
0

)
+D4

)
+ 2r(r − r0)ϕ

′′D2

)
− 2π2

(
5Λiλ

(
r3 + 2r3

0

)
+ 9r3r2

0

)
+D3

]
, (70)

where, D2, D3 and D4 are already defined in Eqs. (46-
48).
Here, the GUP correction term is proportional to the un-
certainty parameter λ. In the limit λ → 0, the expres-
sions (69) and (70) reduce to usual Casimir wormhole’s
NEC (see Eqs. (28) and (29) of Ref. [117]). One can notice
that the right-hand side of Eq. (69) is a negative quantity
for a radial distance r ≤ r0; hence, NEC is violated. Also,
we observe that the contribution becomes more nega-
tive with the increase of GUP parameter λ and model
parameter α.
At the throat of the wormhole, the above equations re-
duce to

ρ + Pr |r=r0= −




π2
(

5Λiλ + 3r2
0

)

2160r6
0

+
α

r2
0


 , (71)

ρ + Pt |r=r0=
1

8640r6
0

[
ϕ′
(

π2
(

5Λiλr0 + 3r3
0

)

+2160αr5
0

)
− 2π2

(
5Λiλ + 3r2

0

)
+ 4320αr4

0

]
. (72)

It is transparent that the right-hand side of the Eq. (71)
is a negative quantity for any positive α. Thus, we could
conclude that NEC is violated by the GUP-corrected
Casimir wormhole at the throat. In Figs. 7-9, we have
plotted the graphs for NEC for both models with differ-
ent redshift functions.

VI. GUP CORRECTED CASIMIR WORMHOLES FOR
THE QUADRATIC f (Q) = Q + γ Q2 MODEL

Here, we consider a quadratic form of f (Q) model
such as f (Q) = Q + γQ2 where γ is the model parame-
ter. One can note that, for γ = 0, the above model will be
equivalent to the GR case. This model has been used for
stellar structure with polytropic EoS [82]. With the same
model, Banerjee et al. [118] discussed wormhole solu-
tions for different shape functions. For the quadratic
model, the generalized field equations (13-15) can be
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FIG. 7. NEC for KMM and DGS models against radial distance
r using ϕ(r) = k with r0 = 1 and GUP parameter λ = 0.1. In
the figure, α = 1 corresponds to the GR case.
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FIG. 8. NEC for KMM model against radial distance r using
ϕ(r) = k

r with r0 = 1 and GUP parameter λ = 0.1. In the
figure, α = 1 corresponds to the GR case.

read as

ρ =
1

2r6(r − b(r))2

[
r2b2

(
2b′
(

12γ + r2 + 7γrϕ′
)

−γr
(

4b′′ + ϕ′
(

rϕ′ − 8
)
+ 4rϕ′′

)
+ 3γb′2

)
− 4r3bb′

×
(

2γ
(

b′(r) + rϕ′
)
+ r2

)
+ 2r6b′ + 2γrb3

(
r
(

2b′′

+ϕ′
(

rϕ′ − 7
)
+ 4rϕ′′

)
− b′

(
3rϕ′ + 7

)
− 8

)

+γb4

(
11 − r

(
ϕ′
(

rϕ′ − 6
)
+ 4rϕ′′

))
 , (73)
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FIG. 9. NEC for KMM model against radial distance r using
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with r0 = 1 and GUP parameter λ =

0.1. In the figure, α = 1 corresponds to the GR case.

Pr =
1

2r6(r − b)2


2r7ϕ′ + r2b2

(
r
(

4
(

γb′′ + γrϕ′′ + r
)

+6r2ϕ′ + 13γrϕ′2
)
+ 2γb′

(
rϕ′ − 8

)
+ γb′2

)
− 2rb3

×
(
−6γ + r

(
2γ
(

b′′ + 2rϕ′′
)
+
(

γ + r2
)

ϕ′ + 7γrϕ′2
)

+γb′
(

rϕ′ − 3
)
+ r2

)
− 2b

(
r5
(

2γϕ′2 + 3rϕ′ + 1
)

−2γr3b′2
)
+ γb4

(
r
(

ϕ′
(

5rϕ′ + 2
)
+ 4rϕ′′

)
− 7

)
 ,

(74)

Pt = − 1
4r5(r − b)3



(

1 − b
r

)(
−r
(

2γb
(
−rb′ + r

×(b − r)ϕ′ + b
)
+ r3(r − b)

)((
b − rb′

) (
(r − b)ϕ′

+2) + r(r − b)2ϕ′2 + 2(r − 2b)(r − b)ϕ′ + 2r(r − b)2

×ϕ′′
)
+ 4γr(r − b)ϕ′

(
r2b
(

r
(

b′′ − 2ϕ′ + rϕ′′
)
− b′

×
(

2rϕ′ + 5
))

+ r3b′
(

b′ + rϕ′
)
+ rb2

(
−r
(

b′′ − 4ϕ′

+2rϕ′′
)
+ b′

(
rϕ′ + 3

)
+ 4
)
+ b3

(
r2ϕ′′ − 2rϕ′ − 3

))

+2b
(
−rb′ + r(b − r)ϕ′ + b

)(
b
(

γ
(
−rb′ + r(b − r)ϕ′

+b)− r3
)
+ r4

))
 . (75)

A comparison of Eqs. (36) and (73) yields the following
non-linear differential equation:

1
2r6(r − b(r))2

[
r2b2

(
2b′
(

12γ + r2 + 7γrϕ′
)
− γr

(
4b′′ + ϕ′

(
rϕ′ − 8

)
+ 4rϕ′′

)
+ 3γb′2

)
− 4r3bb′

×
(

2γ
(

b′(r) + rϕ′
)
+ r2

)
+ 2r6b′ + 2γrb3

(
r
(

2b′′

+ϕ′
(

rϕ′ − 7
)
+ 4rϕ′′

)
− b′

(
3rϕ′ + 7

)
− 8

)
+ γb4

(
11 − r

(
ϕ′
(

rϕ′ − 6
)
+ 4rϕ′′

))
 = − π2

720
1
r4

×
[

1 +
5
3

Λi

(
λ

r2

)]
. (76)

whose analytic solution is also not possible. Thus, we
numerically evaluate the shape function’s possible form
by solving the above equation.
Now, we shall examine the behavior of the shape func-
tions acquired by the numerical technique and their
corresponding essential properties for the existence of
wormhole structures for the GUP-corrected Casimir en-
ergy density. For this purpose, we use Mathematica nu-
merical ODE solver NDSolve with the initial conditions
b(0.5) = 0.1 and b′(0.5) = 0.05. We have depicted the
behavior of shape function and flaring out condition for
different redshift functions in Figs. 10 and 11. It can
be observed that shape function b(r) is showing increas-
ing behavior in the entire space-time, but for increases
in the value of the model parameter γ, it is decreasing
monotonically. During the numerical plot, we noticed
that the asymptotic flatness condition b(r)

r is validated
for a small radius, the reason being the non-linearity of
the Lagrangian. It is known that the role of GUP is to
correct the Casimir energy, and hence the non-linearity
of the Lagrangian is inevitable due to quantum correc-
tion. Due to such small-scale quantum correction, we
note that the asymptotic flatness condition might be sat-
isfied far from the throat as the GUP approximation to
Casimir energy is not valid far from the throat. Also, we
located the wormhole throat at r0 ≈ 0.005. Moreover,
we checked the flaring out near the throat and found
that very near the throat, it was satisfied. However, far
from the throat flare-out condition will not be validated
for both redshift functions.
Further, we have studied the energy conditions, espe-
cially NEC, near the wormhole throat, which are given
in Figs. 12 and 13. We observed that NEC is disrespected
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near the throat for both KMM and DGS models under
both redshift functions. Also, violation of NEC becomes
more if we increase the value of γ. However, NEC will
be satisfied for large r, or far from the throat. Thus there
exists a possibility of having a micro or tiny wormhole.

VII. ADM MASS OF GUP CASIMIR WORMHOLE

In order to give the physical meaning of r0, we shall
indeed show that r0 = 2M where M is defined as the
ADM mass for the metric [119]. To find the ADM mass,
we first write the formula for ADM mass

MADM =
1

16π
lim
r→∞

3

∑
µ,ν=1

∫

S
(∂µhµν − ∂νhµµ)NνdS, (77)

where hµν is the induced metric over a constant t slice,
denoted by Σ, and S is a topological two-sphere (S2) em-
bedded in the Σ, and Nν is outward pointing unit nor-
mal over S, and dS is the area element over the two-
sphere [120].
Now our metric is given in Eq. (2) is in a 4-dimensional
space-time manifold, over a constant time slice Σ, the
embedded metric takes the form

hµν = ds2
Σ =

(
1 − b(r)

r

)−1

dr2 + r2dθ2 + r2sin2θdΦ2.

(78)
Now, in general, the integral in the Eq (77) is quite diffi-
cult, but for spherical symmetric metric, it is quite easy
as it is done in [122].
The calculation is pretty involved as one has to switch
from polar coordinate to Cartesian coordinates and use
the symmetry property to get the answer. Here we men-
tion the final solution for a spacetime metric is given by

gij = φdr2 + χ(r)r2dΩ2. (79)

Also given that φ and χ reach the asymptotic flat space-
time limit as φ − 1 = o(r−

1
2 ), χ − 1 = o(r−

1
2 ) and ∂r φ =

o(r−
3
2 ), ∂rχ = o(r−

3
2 ). Then MADM is given by

MADM = lim
r→∞

1
2
(−r2χ′ + r(φ − χ)). (80)

For our case φ(r) = 1(
1− b(r)

r

) and χ(r) = 1, so calculating

the limit we get,

MADM = lim
r→∞

1
2

[
−r2χ′ + r(φ − χ)

]
(81)

= lim
r→∞

1
2

r


 1(

1 − b(r)
r

) − 1


 (82)

= lim
r→∞

b(r)
2

. (83)

Here, we have used the asymptotic flatness condition
lim
r→∞

b(r)
r = 0. Using the shape function (41) in the last

expression, we obtain

MADM =
r0

2
− ξ1

10

(
1
r0

)
− ξ1λΛi

18

(
1
r3

0

)
. (84)

We know that to coincide with the Schwarzschild so-
lution, M = r0

2 should happen. Whereas the Eq. (84)
clearly shows that under GUP, the “effective mass” or
ADM mass does change, and this is due to small-scale
corrections that happen during consideration of GUP.

VIII. VOLUME INTEGRAL QUANTIFIER

In this section we shall investigate the amount of
exotic matter necessary for maintaining a wormhole.
Visser et al., [28] have proposed this VIQ technique to
quantify the amount of average null energy condition
(ANEC) violating matter present in space-time. The VIQ
may be defined in terms of ρ and radial pressure Pr as

Iv =
∮
[ρ + Pr]dV (85)

where the volume can be read as dV = r2 dr dΩ with dΩ
the solid angle. Since

∮
dV = 2

∫ ∞
r0

dV = 8π
∫ ∞

r0
r2dr, we

can write the last expression as follows

Iv = 8π
∫ ∞

r0

(ρ + Pr)r2dr. (86)

It would be beneficial to have a wormhole whose field
only varies from the throat r0 to a particular radius r1
with r1 ≥ r0, and then we can have

Iv = 8π
∫ r1

r0

(ρ + Pr)r2dr. (87)

with the help of Eqs. (42) and (43), integrating the above
expression for the redshift function ϕ(r) = k, we obtain

Iv =
1

3F1

[
3r3

1 log
r1

r0

(
π2
(

5Λiλ + 9r2
0

)
− 6480αr4

0

)

+2π2
(

10Λiλ
(

r3
0 − r3

1

)
+ 27r2

1r2
0(r0 − r1)

)]
, (88)

where

F1 = 6480r3
1r3

0.
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FIG. 10. Shape function and Flare-out condition for KMM and DGS models for ϕ(r) = k under quadratic f (Q) form. We fix the
GUP parameter λ = 0.1.
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FIG. 12. NEC for KMM and DGS models against radial dis-
tance r for f (Q) = Q+ γQ2 case with GUP parameter λ = 0.1.
In the figure, γ = 1 corresponds to the GR case.

Also, for ϕ(r) = k
r , we obtain from the integral (87)

Iv =
1

12r1r0F1

[
(r1 − r0)

(
54r2

1r2
0

(
1440r1αkr2

0

+π2(kr0 − r1(k + 4r0))
)
− 5π2Λiλ

(
r3

1(9k + 16r0)

+r2
1r0(16r0 − 3k) + r1r2

0(16r0 − 3k)− 3kr3
0

))

+12r4
1r0 log

r1

r0

(
9r2

0

(
π2 − 720αr0(k + r0)

)
+ 5π2Λiλ

)]
.

(89)

Moreover, we could find the volume integral Iv for the

redshift function ϕ(r) = 1
2 log

(
1 + η2

r2

)
as

Iv =
1

2F1η3


r3

1


F2η3

(
log

r2
1 + η2

η2 + r2
0

)
+F3

×
(

6480αη4 + π2
(

9η2 − 5Λiλ
)))

− 2π2η(r1 − r0)

×
(

5Λiλ

(
η2
(

r2
1 + r1r0 + r2

0

)
+ r2

1r2
0

)
+ 9r2

1η2r2
0

)
 ,

(90)

where

F2 = π2
(

5Λiλ + 9r2
0

)
− 6480αr4

0 ,
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FIG. 13. NEC for KMM and DGS models against radial dis-
tance r for f (Q) = Q + γQ2 case with GUP parameter λ = 1
and k = 1. In the figure, γ = 1 corresponds to the GR case.

F3 = 2r3
0


tan−1

(
r0

η

)
− tan−1

(
r1

η

)
 .

In Figs. (14-16), we have depicted the nature of vol-

1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5

r

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

r 1

VIQ using φ(r) = k

−3.06

−2.72

−2.38

−2.04

−1.70

−1.36

−1.02

−0.68

−0.34

0.00

I
v

FIG. 14. The evolution of Iv against r and r1 for KMM model.
We consider GUP parameter λ = 0.1, r0 = 1 and α = 0.95.

ume integral Iv. Note that for r1 → r0, we should find
Iv → 0. One may observe from the figures that our
obtained solutions satisfy the condition. Thus this re-
veals the existence of spacetime geometries containing
traversable wormholes sustained by arbitrarily small
amounts of exotic matter. In fact, the total amount of
ANEC-violating matter can be reduced by considering
suitable wormhole geometry. Readers may check the
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Refs. [121, 123] for a detailed discussion on this inter-
esting topic.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have investigated the effect of
the Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP) on the
Casimir wormhole space-time in modified symmetric
teleparallel gravity. The Casimir effect that occurs,
attributable to the distorted quantized field of the
vacuum between two parallel plane plates, is associated
with exotic energy and pressure, which may be possible
in the laboratory. Such types of exotic matter disrespect
the energy conditions. Since in GR, wormhole material
content must be exotic, and it should disobey some
energy conditions and even present a negative mass.
Hence the quantum nature of the Casimir effect might
help model these exotic objects. Here, we studied the

exact analytic solutions of Morris-Throne wormhole
field equations for f (Q) gravity, describing the Casimir
wormhole with the effect of GUP correction. However,
GUP is not sufficient as a fundamental probe to the
minimal length scale needed for quantum gravity
as discussed in [95, 96], but it is a way to probe the
length scales where the quantum gravity effects get
nonnegligible. Also, much work has been studied on
the field-theoretic aspects of GUP, like showing how
the ultraviolet divergence behaves. By calculating the
first-order loop diagrams, [114], it has been shown that
the field theory is renormalizable and that there is no
ultraviolet divergence.
In this paper, we have employed two GUP relations:
the KMM model and the DGS model, to show the
effect of GUP. In [121], the authors have discussed the
effect of GUP in Casimir wormholes by invoking the
above GUP relations in GR. Later Tripathy [124] has
investigated the GUP effect in f (R, T) gravity. Here, we
have utilized the mentioned GUP models to check the
effect of GUP in the Casimir wormhole in this recently
modified gravity. For this study, we have considered
two f (Q) models, such as linear f (Q) = αQ + β and
quadratic f (Q) = Q + γ Q2 models, where α, β and γ

are model parameters. Also, we have considered three
different constant and non-constant redshift functions
to acquire asymptotically flat wormhole solutions under
GUP-affected Casimir density. In order to obtain the
EoS parameters ωr(r) and ωt(r), we did use two famous
EoS relations defined by Pr = ωr(r)ρ and Pt = ωt(r)ρ,
respectively. Our main theoretical observations are
discussed below.
For the linear model, we have compared the GUP-
corrected Casimir energy density with the energy
density of the modified gravity and integrated it to
obtain the shape function of the wormhole space-time
metric. The resulting shape function respects the
flare-out condition under asymptotic background.
Graphically we have shown the effect of the GUP
parameter and modified gravity in shape functions.
One may notice an increase in the GUP parameter λ

when the radial distance far from the throat decreases
the shape function, whereas an increase in the model
parameter α results in an increase in it. Nevertheless, in
the throat, this effect is not substantial.
We have also investigated the behavior of EoS param-
eters for radial and tangential pressure to the Casimir
energy density under different redshift functions. We
have observed that the radial EoS parameter increases
with the increase of radial distance r and suitable pa-
rameters, whereas the tangential EoS parameter shows
the opposite behavior. We can see the effect of modified
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gravity in the EoS parameter to a large extent, at least at
distances away from the throat.
Again, we have studied the energy conditions, espe-
cially NEC, at the wormhole’s throat with radius r0
for both models. For each redshift function, we have
noticed that NEC is violated in a small neighborhood
of the throat. The violation contribution becomes
more negative for an increase in α. Thus this has
demonstrated that some arbitrary amount of small
quantity disrespects the classical energy condition at
the wormhole’s throat.
Further, for the quadratic model, We have used numer-
ical techniques by setting some initial conditions and
studying the graphical behavior of shape functions and
energy conditions. We noticed that the shape function
showed positively decreasing behavior as the values
of γ increased for both KMM and DGS models. Also,
the flaring-out condition is satisfied near the throat,
whereas, for large r, this condition will no longer be
validated. Moreover, we have investigated the energy
conditions and confirmed that NEC is violated for both
models near the throat. As stated earlier, Banerjee et al.
[118] discussed wormhole solutions for different shape
functions and confirmed that solutions might not exist
for considered shape functions under this quadratic
model. But, from this study, it is worth mentioning
that wormhole solutions could be possible numerically
using appropriate initial conditions. However, this
analysis shows the possibility of the existence of a
macro or tiny wormhole.
Furthermore, we have examined the ADM mass of the
wormhole and VIQ to study the amount of exotic matter
required at the throat for a traversable wormhole. Our
analysis found that a small amount of exotic matter is
necessary for a traversable wormhole.
Recently, the authors of [117] have studied Casimir
wormholes without GUP in f (Q) gravity. They have
considered three different systems, such as parallel

plate, cylindrical plate, and two spheres, and investi-
gated the effect of these systems in wormhole geometry.
Here, in this work, we have extended the above work by
correcting the GUP effect in the parallel plate and sys-
tematically investigated the impact of GUP in Casimir
wormholes in this modified symmetric teleparallel
gravity.
Moreover, one may study the effect of GUP Casimir
wormhole in other modified gravity, such as in f (T)
gravity, as both f (T) and f (Q) models are indistin-
guishable at the cosmological background level [125].
Further, one can calculate the corrections of Casimir
energy up to the next leading order using GUP cor-
rected QED (Quantum electrodynamics), as is done in
[126, 127] and can explore the significance in wormhole
solutions.
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