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The links between the deformation parameter β of the generalized uncertainty principle (GUP) to the

two free parameters ω̂ and γ of the running Newtonian coupling constant of the Asymptotic Safe gravity

(ASG) program, has been conducted recently in [Phys.Rev.D 105 (2022) 12, 124054]. In this paper,

we test these findings by calculating and examining the shadow and quasinormal modes of black holes,

and demonstrate that the approach provides a theoretical framework for exploring the interplay between

quantum gravity and GUP. Our results confirm the consistency of ASG and GUP, and offer new insights

into the nature of black holes and their signatures. The implications of these findings for future studies in

quantum gravity are also discussed.

PACS numbers: 95.30.Sf, 04.70.-s, 97.60.Lf, 04.50.+h

Keywords: Black hole; Quantum Gravity; Generalized uncertainty principle; Asymptotically safe gravity; Shadow;

Quasinormal modes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum gravity is a field of theoretical physics that attempts to describe the behavior of gravity at the quantum level.

Although Einstein’s general relativity has made remarkable contributions to our understanding of gravity, the existence of

singularities and instabilities within classical black holes suggests that a more fundamental explanation is required to replace

the classical framework. Quantum gravity aims to reconcile two fundamental theories of physics: quantum mechanics and

general relativity [1, 2]. Several approaches to quantum gravity have been proposed, such as loop quantum gravity, string

theory, and asymptotic safet gravity (ASG), among others [3–8].

One of the most crucial consistency requirements among various constraints is the ability to recover a gravitational

effective field theory in the infrared (IR) by starting from the deep ultraviolet (UV). However, only a few theories have met

this criterion so far. Asymptotically safe gravity [6–8] is one such theory that has emerged as a minimal yet promising

proposal. It suggests that quantum gravity can be described by a quantum field theory (QFT) whose UV behavior is governed

by an interacting fixed point of the gravitational renormalization group (RG) flow. This fixed point acts as an attractor for a

subset of RG trajectories, providing a UV completion for the theory and making it renormalizable according to Wilson’s

approach. The RG improvement has proven to be a valuable tool for investigating the possible implications of asymptotically

safe gravity in cosmology and astrophysics, particularly during the emergence of asymptotically safe phenomenology. This

technique has even led to the development of a new program, which is now separate from asymptotically safe gravity and

known as ”scale-dependent gravity”. However, more thorough and rigorous derivations and arguments based on either
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functional integrals or effective action are necessary to understand the modifications to classical black holes and early-universe

cosmology induced by asymptotic safe gravity. These fundamental approaches have been the primary focus of the asymptotic

safe gravity studies in recent years [9–19].

On the other hand, a significant area of research aimed at describing the relationship between quantum effects and gravity

is referred to as the Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP) which has focused on how the Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle

(HUP) should be modified when accounting for gravity. Because gravity plays a central role in these investigations, the most

relevant modifications to the HUP have been proposed in string theory, loop quantum gravity, deformed special relativity,

and studies of black hole physics [20, 21]. The dimensionless deforming parameter of the GUP, denoted by β, is not fixed by

the theory, although it is typically assumed to be on the order of one (as in some models of string theory, for example, Ref.

[22–33]).

The key attribute that defines a black hole is its event horizon, which marks the point beyond which particles cannot escape.

This immense gravitational pull traps all physical particles, including light, inside the event horizon. In contrast, outside this

boundary, light can escape [34]. The matter that surrounds a black hole and is pulled inward is known as accretion. Over

time, the accretion becomes heated due to viscous dissipation and emits bright radiation at various frequencies, including

radio waves that can be detected by radio telescopes. The accreting material creates a bright background with a dark area

over it, known as the black hole shadow [35]. Although the concept of the black hole shadow has been around since the

1970s, it wasn’t until Falcke et al. [36] that the idea of imaging the black hole shadow at the center of our Milky Way was

first proposed. The Event Horizon Telescope has recently captured the image of the black hole shadow in the Messier 87

galaxy and Sagittarius A* [37, 38]. As a result, the black hole shadow has become a popular subject in today’s literature since

the shadow can be used to extract information about the deviations in the spacetime geometry [39–72]. These deviations

might be the cause of some parameters from various alternative theories of gravity [73–84], or the astrophysical environment

where the black hole is immersed in [85–93]. In this paper, we also aim to find constraints of the GUP parameters ω̂ and γ,

by extending the formalism in Refs. [94, 95] with the shadow radius instead of the angular radius. We also analyze the

behavior of the black hole shadow using these constraints.

Black holes are intriguing objects in the Universe that are closely linked to the production of gravitational waves.

Quasinormal modes are a fascinating feature of black hole physics that describe the damped oscillations of a black hole,

characterized by complex frequencies [96–105]. These modes are important because they provide valuable information about

the properties of black holes, such as their mass, angular momentum, and the nature of surrounding spacetime. The study

of quasinormal modes is crucial for understanding the structure and evolution of black holes, and their role in astrophysical

phenomena such as gravitational wave signals. Recent research has extensively explored the properties of gravitational waves

and quasinormal modes of black holes in various modified gravity theories [18, 106–134].

The main aim of this paper is to investigate the ASG parameter through the analysis of the quasinormal modes and shadow

of a black hole. Additionally, we aim to establish a correlation between the unconstrained variables of ASG, specifically the

renormalization scale, and the deforming parameter β of the generalized uncertainty principle (GUP).

We program the paper as follows: In Sect. II, we briefly review the black hole in asymptotically safe gravity. In Sect. III,

we study the black hole shadow by initially finding the constraints, and examining how the shadow behaves relative to some

observer. Then, in Sect. IV, we study the scalar and electromagnetic perturbation and associated quasinormal modes, then

we investigate the time evolution profiles of the perturbations and the quasinormal modes generated by such a black hole.

We then form conclusive remarks in Sect. V. Finally, we give research directions. In this paper, we use the metric signature

(−,+,+,+).

II. BLACK HOLE IN ASYMPTOTICALLY SAFE GRAVITY

The static and spherically symmetric metric by ASG improved Schwarzschild black hole can be expressed [6] by

ds2 = −f(r)dt2 + f(r)−1dr2 + C(r)(dθ2 + sin2θ dφ2), (1)
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where the lapse function f(r) is

f(r) = 1− 2MG(r)

r
= 1− 2G0Mr2

r3 + ω̃G0~(r + γG0M)
, (2)

with G(r) = G0r
3

r3+ω̃G0~(r+γG0M) where G0 is Newton constant. ω̃ and γ are dimensionless numerical parameters and M the

mass of the black hole. For ω̃ = 0 we recover the standard Schwarzschild metric.

In Ref. [135], it has been shown that there is a link between the deformation parameter β of the generalized uncertainty

principle (GUP) to the two free parameters ω and γ of the running Newtonian coupling constant of the Asymptotic Safe

gravity (ASG) program. In order to proceed, we express Eq. (2) as a small perturbation around the Schwarzschild metric

[135]:

f(r) = 1− 2G0M

r
+

2G2
0 ω̃ M~ (r + γG0M)

r4
+O(

1

r5
) = 1− 2G0M

r
+ ε(r) (3)

with

ε(r) ' 2G2
0 ω̃ M~ (r + γG0M)

r4
, (4)

Note that |ε(r)| � 2G0M/r for any r > 2G0M . The horizon of the black hole is

rh = a− aε(a)

1 + ε(a) + aε′(a)
= a

[
1− ε(a) +O(ε2)

]
, (5)

where a = 2G0M .

To establish a connection between the Asymptotic Safe Gravity (ASG) and the Generalized Uncertainty Principle (GUP),

one may compare the first orders of the expansions of the GUP-deformed Hawking temperature and the ASG-Schwarzschild

temperature [135]. This allows us to obtain the relationship between the deformation parameter β and the two free

parameters ω̃ and γ

β = − 4π2 ω̃ (1 + γ). (6)

Then, using the ASG-improved Newtonian potential, the parameter ω̃ is fixed to

ω̃ = − 41

10π
. (7)

It is worth noting that the ASG parameter γ is not a fixed value, although classical general relativistic arguments do set

γ = 9/2. With this value of γ, the β parameter of the GUP can be determined to be approximately

β =
451π

5
, (8)

which is of the order of 102 as predicted by certain string theory models.

III. CONSTRAINTS USING THE BLACK HOLE SHADOW

Here, we will first find constraints to γ by using the empirical data provided by the EHT collaboration for Sgr. A* and

M87*, which is summarized in Table I. Also for convenience, we will only consider a constant polar angle θ = π/2 in the

analysis of null orbits. Using the black hole metric in Eq. (1) with the lapse function f(r) in Eqs. (3)-(4), the null geodesics

along the equatorial plane can be derived through the Lagrangian

L =
1

2

(
−A(r)ṫ+B(r)ṙ + C(r)φ̇

)
. (9)
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Black hole Mass m (M�) Angular diameter: 2θsh (µas) Distance (kpc)

Sgr. A* 4.3 ± 0.013x106 (VLTI) 48.7 ± 7 (EHT) 8.277 ± 0.033

M87* 6.5 ± 0.90x109 42 ± 3 16800

TABLE I. Black hole observational constraints.

Applying the variational principle, the two constants of motion can be obtained

E = A(r)
dt

dλ
, L = C(r)

dφ

dλ
, (10)

whereas the impact parameter, which is important in orbital motion analysis, is defined as

b ≡ L

E
=
C(r)

A(r)

dφ

dt
. (11)

We can obtain how the radial coordinate changes with the azimuthal angle by setting ds2 = 0. That is,(
dr

dφ

)2

=
C(r)

B(r)

(
h(r)2

b2
− 1

)
, (12)

where, by definition [136],

h(r)2 =
C(r)

A(r)
. (13)

The simple definition above allows one to obtain the location of the photonsphere radius by taking h′(r) = 0, where the

prime denotes differentiation with respect to r. In doing so, we obtained:

ε′(r)r2 + 6G0M − 2ε(r)r − 2r = 0. (14)

We can only do a numerical analysis in obtaining the photonsphere radius rps, which, by the above equation, is affected

by the parameters ω̃ and γ. This is important since the shadow cast, and how the shadow radius behaves, depend on the

photonsphere radius as the critical impact parameter is evaluated in rps.

If a certain observer is located at the coordinates ((tobs, robs, θobs = π/2, φobs = 0)), then one can construct [137] the

relation

tan(αsh) = lim
∆x→0

∆y

∆x
=

(
C(r)

B(r)

)1/2
dφ

dr

∣∣∣∣
r=robs

, (15)

which can be alternatively expressed as

sin2(αsh) =
b2crit

h(robs)2
, (16)

with the help of Eq. (12). In general, since some spacetime metrics do not have identical expressions for h(r), the expression

for the critical impact parameter is given by [73, 86]

b2crit =
h(rps)

[B′(rps)C(rps)−B(rps)C ′(rps)]

[
h(rps)B

′(rps)C(rps)− h(rps)B(rps)C
′(rps)− 2h′(rps)B(rps)C(rps)

]
. (17)

Using the lapse function f(r) in Eqs. (3)-(4), and Eq. (14),

b2crit =
4r3

ps

ε′(rps)r2
ps − 2G0M + 2ε(rps)rps + 2rps

. (18)

Finally, the shadow radius can be sought-off as

Rsh = bcrit

√
1− 2G0M

robs
+ ε(robs). (19)
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By considering the distance D of the SMBH from the galactic center, the classical shadow diameter can be found through

the standard arclength equation

dsh =
Dθsh
M

. (20)

The calculated values for the diameter of M87* and Sgr. A*’s shadows are as follows: These are dM87*
sh = (11± 1.5)M , and

dSgr. A*
sh = (9.5± 1.4)M , respectively [37, 38]. Note that sometimes, it is also useful to use the Schwarzschild deviation

parameter λ to find constraints to parameters of a certain BH model. Here, we have used the uncertainties reported in Refs.

[71, 72] to find constraints to ω̃ and γ. Note that these uncertainties are tighter than if we used Eq. (20). The interested

reader is directed to such reference to see how the 1σ and 2σ confidence levels were found.

Our first constraint plot considers a fixed ω̃, given by Eq. (7). Our results are shown in Fig. 1 (black solid lines), and we

tabulate the bounds for γ in Table II. In essence, not only that it gave us the relevant bounds for γ, which in turn gives us

the relevant values for β in Eq. (6), but it also visualizes how the shadow radius behaves as γ (or β) varies considering

a fixed observer given in Table. I. Some models in string theory [6] suggests a fixed value for γ equal to 9/2, which
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Sgr. A * ( )
2 (RSgr. A *

sh )
1 (RSgr. A *

sh )

0 5 10 15 20
3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

5.5

6.0

6.5

7.0

R
th

eo
sh

/M
0

M87 * ( )

3.5 3.0 2.5 2.0 1.5 1.0 0.5 0.0

M87 * ( )
2 (RM87 *

sh )
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sh )

FIG. 1. Left: Sgr. A*. Right: M87*. In this plot, the black solid line corresponds to the case of fixed ω̃ = −41/10π, while the blue

solid line is for the case of fixed γ = 9/2.

γ 1σ(upper/lower) 2σ(upper/lower)

Sgr. A* -2.950 / none -1.440 / none

M87* 2.850 / none 16.36 / none

β 1σ(upper/lower) 2σ(upper/lower)

Sgr. A* -100.468 / none -22.67 / none

M87* 198.360 / none 894.424 / none

TABLE II. Values of γ (left) and the corresponding β (right) based on the constraints imposed by the EHT data on the shadow radius

(black solid lines in Fig. 1).

ω̃ 1σ(upper/lower) 2σ(upper/lower)

Sgr. A* -0.024 / none -0.330 / none

M87* -1.059 / none -3.000 / none

β 1σ(upper/lower) 2σ(upper/lower)

Sgr. A* 5.211 / none 71.653 / none

M87* 229.942 / none 651.394 / none

TABLE III. Values of ω̃ (left) and the corresponding β (right) based on the constraints imposed by the EHT data on the shadow

radius (blue solid lines in Fig. 1).

immediately implies a certain value for β [135]:

β =
451π

5
. (21)
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It then leads us to constrain ω̃ to consider string theory for GUP and asymptotically safe gravity, where the results are shown

in Fig. 1 (blue solid lines). Furthermore, the numerical values of the bounds for ω̃ and its corresponding value for β is in

Table III. Interestingly, we see that the constraint found in M87* for β is in good agreement with Eq. (21) as it falls within

the range of the uncertainty levels. It can also be concluded that Sgr. A* gives a poor result for such a constraint.

Our next aim is to examine the behavior of the shadow radius due to an observer with varying robs for chosen values of

the parameters presented in Tables II and III. The result in Fig. 2 is simply the plot of the general equation in Eq. (19). We

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5
log10(robs/M0)

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

R s
h/M

0

Sgr. A * ( = 1.50)
Sgr. A * ( = 0.15)
M87 * ( = 1.57)
M87 * ( = 0.81)

FIG. 2. Behavior of the shadow radius as robs varies. The black vertical dotted and dashdot lines correspond to our location from

M87* and Sgr. A*, respectively.

observe that the effect of the free parameters in asymptotic safe gravity is to increase or decrease the shadow radius at large

distances and merely follow the Schwarzschild trend. We observe no peculiar deviation from such a trend. Our results for

such constraints indicate, however, that these parameters are best explored through the shadow of M87*.

IV. QUASINORMAL MODES OF ASG BLACK HOLES

In this section, we study the behaviors of quasinormal modes of the ASG black holes for two different types of perturbations

viz. scalar perturbations and electromagnetic perturbations. At first, we derive the associated potentials for scalar and

electromagnetic perturbations and then we study the potential behavior with respect to the model parameters of the black

hole. The behavior of the potential with the model parameters will provide a rough idea of how the quasinormal modes

might vary in the framework.

In this context, we will presume that the scalar field or electromagnetic field under consideration has a negligible effect on

black hole spacetime. To determine the quasinormal modes, we establish Schrödinger–like wave equations for each scenario

by considering the corresponding conservation relations in the relevant spacetime. The wave equations will take the form

of the Klein–Gordon type for scalar fields and the Maxwell equations for electromagnetic fields. We have used the Padé

averaged 6th–order WKB approximation method to obtain the quasinormal modes.

By focusing solely on axial perturbation, the perturbed metric can be expressed as follows [107, 112]:

ds2 = − |gtt| dt2 + r2 sin2θ (dφ− p1(t, r, θ) dt− p2(t, r, θ) dr − p3(t, r, θ) dθ)2 + grr dr
2 + r2dθ2, (22)

where the parameters p1, p2, and p3 describe the perturbation affecting the black hole spacetime. The metric functions gtt
and grr represent the zeroth order terms, and they are dependent on r exclusively.
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A. Scalar perturbation

We begin by considering a scalar field with no mass in the vicinity of a previously established black hole. Since we assume

that the scalar field has a negligible effect on the spacetime, we can simplify the perturbed metric equation to the following

form:

ds2 = − |gtt| dt2 + grr dr
2 + r2dΩ2. (23)

The properties of the perturbation are characterized by the Klein-Gordon equation associated with the scalar field. In this

case, we consider that the scalar field is massless. Next, we can express the Klein-Gordon equation in curved spacetime for

this scenario as follows:

�Φ =
1√
−g

∂µ(
√
−ggµν∂νΦ) = 0. (24)

This equation explains the quasinormal modes connected with the scalar perturbations which are massless. In the above

equation, Φ represents the associated wave function of the scalar perturbation. It is a function of the coordinates t, r, θ and

φ. We can break down Φ into spherical harmonics and the radial part which can be represented as:

Φ(t, r, θ, φ) =
1

r

∑
l,m

ψl(t, r)Ylm(θ, φ), (25)

where l and m are the associated indices of the spherical harmonics. The function ψl(t, r) is the time-dependent radial wave

function. Using equation (24), we can derive the following equation for the scalar perturbation:

∂2
r∗ψ(r∗)l + ω2ψ(r∗)l = Vs(r)ψ(r∗)l, (26)

where r∗ is defined as the tortoise coordinate, expressed as:

dr∗
dr

=

√
grr |g−1

tt | (27)

The effective potential Vs(r) in this case, takes on the following explicit form:

Vs(r) = |gtt|

(
l(l + 1)

r2
+

1

r
√
|gtt|grr

d

dr

√
|gtt|g−1

rr

)
. (28)

In this equation, the term l represents the multipole moment of the black hole’s quasinormal modes.

B. Electromagnetic perturbation

The next topic is an electromagnetic perturbation, which requires the use of the standard tetrad formalism [107, 108, 112].

This formalism defines a basis eµa that is related to the black hole metric gµν . The basis satisfies the following conditions:

e(a)
µ eµ(b) = δ

(a)
(b)

e(a)
µ eν(a) = δνµ

e(a)
µ = gµνη

(a)(b)eν(b)

gµν = η(a)(b)e
(a)
µ e(b)

ν = e(a)µe
(a)
ν . (29)

One can express tensor fields in terms of this basis as shown below:

Sµ = e(a)
µ S(a),

S(a) = eµ(a)Sµ,
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Pµν = e(a)
µ e(b)

ν P(a)(b),

P(a)(b) = eµ(a)e
ν
(b)Pµν .

Now, for the electromagnetic perturbation, it is possible to rewrite the Bianchi identity of the field strength F[(a)(b)(c)] = 0,

in the tetrad formalism as (
r
√
|gtt|F(t)(φ)

)
,r

+ r
√
grr F(φ)(r),t = 0, (30)(

r
√
|gtt|F(t)(φ) sin θ

)
,θ

+ r2 sin θ F(φ)(r),t = 0. (31)

From the conservation equation, in tetrad formalism, one can further obtain,(
r
√
|gtt|F(φ)(r)

)
,r

+
√
|gtt|grr F(φ)(θ),θ + r

√
grr F(t)(φ),t = 0. (32)

From the time derivative of Eq. (32) and Eq.s (30) and (31) one can have the following expression,[√
|gtt|g−1

rr

(
r
√
|gtt| F

)
,r

]
,r

+
|gtt|
√
grr

r

(
F,θ
sin θ

)
,θ

sin θ − r√grr F,tt = 0, (33)

where F = F(t)(φ) sin θ. Defining ψe ≡ r
√
|gtt| F one can write Eq. (33) in the Schrödinger-like form:

∂2
r∗ψe + ω2ψe = Ve(r)ψe, (34)

where the potential is given by

Ve(r) = |gtt|
l(l + 1)

r2
. (35)

This is the potential associated with electromagnetic perturbation. In the next subsection, we shall study the behaviors of

these potentials in brief.

C. Behaviour of the potential

The potential for both types of perturbations depends on the parameters l, ω̃, and γ. From the behavior of the perturbation

potential, it is possible to have a preliminary idea of the behavior of quasinormal modes associated with the black hole

spacetime.

l = 1

l = 2

l = 3

l = 4

2 4 6 8 10
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

r

Vs(r)

γ = 0.5

γ = 1.5

γ = 2.5

γ = 3.5

2 4 6 8 10
0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

r

Vs(r)

FIG. 3. Behavior of scalar potential Vs(r) w.r.t. r with ω̃ = − 41
10π

and M = G0 = ~ = 1. On the first panel, we have used γ = 0.1

and on the second panel, l = 2.
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l = 1

l = 2

l = 3

l = 4

2 4 6 8 10
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
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γ = 0.5

γ = 1.5

γ = 2.5

γ = 3.5

2 4 6 8 10
0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20
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FIG. 4. Behavior of electro-magnetic potential Vem(r) w.r.t. r with ω̃ = − 41
10π

and M = G0 = ~ = 1. On the first panel, we have

used γ = 0.1 and on the second panel, l = 2.

In Fig. 3, we have shown the scalar potential for different values of multipole moment l and model parameter γ. The

multipole moment l impacts the potential in a usual way similar to the Schwarzschild black hole. However, the model

parameter γ has a significantly different impact on the behavior of the potential. One can see that with an increase in

the values of the parameter γ, the peak of the potential shifts towards higher values of r. Similar behavior is seen for

the electromagnetic potential also (see Fig. 4). But in this case, the maximum value of the potential is smaller than the

corresponding maximum of the scalar potential.

D. Evolution of perturbations

Here, we shall discuss the evolution of the perturbation potentials for different values of the model parameters. To

see the time evolution of the perturbations, we apply the time domain integration formalism as described by Gundlach

[113]. To achieve this, we define the variables ψ(r∗, t) = ψ(i∆r∗, j∆t) = ψi,j and V (r(r∗)) = V (r∗, t) = Vi,j . The scalar

Klein-Gordon equation can then be expressed as:

ψi+1,j − 2ψi,j + ψi−1,j

∆r2
∗

− ψi,j+1 − 2ψi,j + ψi,j−1

∆t2
− Viψi,j = 0. (36)

To initiate the simulation, we set the initial conditions for ψ(r∗, t) as ψ(r∗, t) = exp

[
− (r∗ − k1)2

2σ2

]
with ψ(r∗, t)|t<0 = 0

(where k1 and σ are the median and width of the initial wave-packet). We then obtain the time evolution of the scalar field

by iterative calculations:

ψi,j+1 = −ψi,j−1 +

(
∆t

∆r∗

)2

(ψi+1,j+ψi−1,j
) +

(
2− 2

(
∆t

∆r∗

)2

− Vi∆t2
)
ψi,j . (37)

By selecting a fixed value of ∆t
∆r∗

and utilizing the above iteration scheme, we can obtain the profile of ψ with respect to

time t. However, it is crucial to ensure that ∆t
∆r∗

< 1 satisfies the Von Neumann stability condition during the numerical

process [108].

The time domain profiles for the black hole solution are shown in Fig. 5 and 6. In Fig. 5, we have shown the time

domain profiles with l = 1 and l = 2 for both scalar and electromagnetic perturbations. One can see that the time domain

profiles for both perturbations are not identical. In the case of scalar perturbation, the oscillation frequency seems to be

higher and the decay rate is also comparatively higher. In both cases, with an increase in the multipole moment l, the

oscillation frequency increases significantly. However, the variation in decay rate is very small. In Fig. 6, we have plotted the

time domain profiles for both scalar and electromagnetic perturbations with different values of model parameter γ. It is
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FIG. 5. Time domain profiles for scalar (on left) and electromagnetic (on right) perturbations for γ = 1.1 and ω̃ = − 41
10π

with

M = G0 = ~ = 1.
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FIG. 6. Time domain profiles for scalar (on left) and electromagnetic (on right) perturbations for l = 2 and ω̃ = − 41
10π

with

M = G0 = ~ = 1.

interesting to note that the evolution profiles do not show noticeable variations in the initial phase i.e. for a small value

of time t. However, late-time profiles show a noticeable difference in the oscillation frequencies, and the damping rate is

also slightly affected by the variation of the model parameter γ. To get a more clear idea about the oscillation frequency

and damping rate, in the next subsection we shall use the Padé averaged WKB approximation method to calculate the

associated quasinormal modes.

E. Quasinormal modes using Padé averaged WKB approximation method

In this study, we employed the sixth-order Pad’e averaged Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin (WKB) approximation technique.

This method enabled us to calculate the oscillation frequency ω of gravitational waves (GWs) using the expression below by

utilizing the sixth-order WKB method:

ω =

√√√√− i[(n+ 1/2) +

6∑
k=2

Λ̄k

]√
−2V ′′0 + V0, (38)

In this particular context, the variable n refers to overtone numbers and takes on integer values, including 0, 1, 2, and so

on. The value of V0 is obtained by evaluating the potential function V at the position rmax, where the potential reaches its

maximum value. At this point, the derivative of V with respect to r, i.e. dV/dr, becomes zero.
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TABLE IV. Quasinormal modes of the black hole with n = 0, M = G = h̄ = 1, ω̃ = − 41

10π
and γ = 0.5 for the massless scalar

perturbation.

l Padé averaged WKB Mrms ∆6

l = 1 0.258266 − 0.101353i 0.0000188516 0.0000888815

l = 2 0.429179 − 0.100341i 3.631572 × 10−6 0.0000188116

l = 3 0.600393 − 0.100027i 4.187839 × 10−7 4.083773 × 10−6

l = 4 0.771688 − 0.0998901i 8.016401 × 10−8 1.248744 × 10−6

l = 5 0.94302 − 0.0998188i 2.186563 × 10−8 4.807419 × 10−7

l = 6 1.11437 − 0.099777i 7.572504 × 10−9 2.185179 × 10−7

l = 7 1.28574 − 0.0997505i 3.093985 × 10−9 1.117109 × 10−7

l = 8 1.45711 − 0.0997326i 1.425313 × 10−9 6.221017 × 10−8

TABLE V. Quasinormal modes of the black hole with n = 0, M = G = h̄ = 1, ω̃ = − 41

10π
and γ = 0.5 for the electromagnetic

perturbation.

l Padé averaged WKB Mrms ∆6

l = 1 0.212444 − 0.0937687i 0.0000310159 0.000199345

l = 2 0.402615 − 0.0979465i 1.755087 × 10−6 0.0000192351

l = 3 0.581623 − 0.0988517i 2.492161 × 10−7 3.976127 × 10−6

l = 4 0.757157 − 0.0991906i 5.686693 × 10−8 1.233163 × 10−6

l = 5 0.931159 − 0.0993542i 1.733547 × 10−8 4.852693 × 10−7

l = 6 1.10435 − 0.0994459i 6.423011 × 10−9 2.232793 × 10−7

l = 7 1.27706 − 0.0995025i 2.738247 × 10−9 1.148550 × 10−7

l = 8 1.44946 − 0.0995400i 1.297526 × 10−9 6.416326 × 10−8

The second derivative of the potential function V with respect to r, evaluated at the same position rmax, is represented

as V ′′0 . Additionally, we incorporated supplementary correction terms, which are identified as Λ̄k. These correction terms are

explicitly defined in Ref.s [114–116, 138]. It is important to note that in addition to utilizing the Padé averaging procedure,

these correction terms improve the overall accuracy of the calculations.

In Table IV, we have listed the fundamental quasinormal modes for the massless scalar perturbation for different values of

the multipole moment l. To obtain these quasinormal modes, we have implemented the above-mentioned Padé averaged

6th-order WKB approximation method. The third column in the table represents rms error associated with the quasinormal

modes while the fourth column represents an error term associated with the WKB method defined by [116]

∆6 =
ω7 − ω5

2
, (39)

The variables ω7 and ω5 denote the quasinormal modes that were calculated using the 7th and 5th order Padé averaged

WKB method, respectively. One can see that with an increase in the multipole number l, the oscillation frequency increases

and the damping rate decreases. From Mrms and ∆6, it is clear that the error associated with quasinormal modes with

higher l values is significantly small. It is basically due to the property of the WKB approximation method [111, 112, 116]

which states that for l >> n the accuracy of the WKB method increases significantly.

To understand the behavior of the scalar quasinormal modes with respect to the model parameter γ, we have plotted the

real and imaginary quasinormal modes in Fig. 7. One can see that the real quasinormal modes decrease drastically with an

increase in the value of γ. On the other hand, with an increase in the parameter γ, the damping rate of gravitational waves

increases non-linearly. However, in comparison to the real modes, the impact of γ on the damping rate is less significant.

We have plotted the real and imaginary quasinormal modes for electromagnetic perturbation in Fig. 8. It is clear from

the figure that the variation of the quasinormal modes for both cases is similar. However, in the case of electromagnetic



12

perturbation, the quasinormal modes are smaller than those found in the case of scalar perturbation.
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The behavior of quasinormal modes is consistent with another study [139] where the impacts of the GUP parameters

on the quasinormal modes have been investigated. However, it should be mentioned that in this Ref. [139], the authors

considered two deformation parameters having opposite impacts on the quasinormal mode spectrum. The first deformation

parameter used in this study resembles the behavior of γ. In another study [108], GUP effects on quasinormal modes have

been investigated in the bumblebee gravity framework. However, in this case, the first deformation parameter, which is

linked with γ of this study, has an opposite impact on the real quasinormal modes. This variation is basically due to the

nature of the black hole solution and the presence of other relics used in Ref. [108].

This investigation implies that the parameter γ which is connected to the GUP deformation parameter can have significant

impacts on the gravitational wave frequencies coming from a perturbed Schwarzschild black hole spacetime or ring-down

phase. A comparatively large value of the parameter γ can also increase the decay rate of gravitational waves. These results

can be used in the near future to constrain ASG using observational results from quasinormal modes. One may note that the

current gravitational wave detectors may not be able to detect quasinormal modes from black holes with suitable accuracy

and hence we might need to wait for LISA to have a more clear and convincing result [98, 108].
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V. CONCLUSION

In a recent study [135], intriguing connections were established between the deformation parameter β of the generalized

uncertainty principle (GUP) and the two free parameters ω and γ of the running Newtonian coupling constant in the

Asymptotic Safe gravity (ASG) program. This study prompted us to examine the shadow and quasinormal modes of black

holes. Our investigation demonstrates that the approach in [135] offers a valuable framework for exploring the interplay

between GUP and quantum gravity. Additionally, our findings affirm the consistency of ASG and GUP, while providing fresh

insights into the nature of black holes and their detectable signatures. Ultimately, our work has significant implications for

future research in quantum gravity, which we explore in this paper. To do so, first, we have determined the values of γ and

ω̃ parameters using the EHT observations of the shadow diameter of Sgr. A* and M87*. Our study presents a constraint

plot using the shadow of a black hole with a fixed ω̃ value. Our results, presented in Fig. 1 (black solid lines), offer bounds

for γ, which in turn allows us to determine relevant values for β. Furthermore, our plot provides a visual representation of

how the shadow radius behaves as γ (or β) varies. By considering the string theory for GUP and asymptotically safe gravity,

we can further constrain ω̃, as shown in Fig. 1 (blue solid lines), with the corresponding bounds for ω̃ and its value of β

presented in Table III.

Next, our investigation indicates that the GUP deformation parameter’s connection to the γ parameter can have significant

implications for gravitational wave frequencies originating from perturbed Schwarzschild black hole spacetime or ring-down

phases. Specifically, a higher γ value can result in increased gravitational wave decay rates. These findings have the potential

to aid in constraining ASG through the utilization of observational data obtained from quasinormal modes in the future.

However, it is essential to note that the current precision of gravitational wave detectors may not allow for accurate detection

of quasinormal modes from black holes, necessitating the need for the LISA to provide more precise and convincing results

[98, 108].
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[85] R. C. Pantig and A. Övgün, JCAP 08, 056 (2022), 2202.07404.
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