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Abstract

In a recent report, Carballo-Rubio [1] utilizes the semi-classical theory of gravity to obtain a

generalized Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) equation. This model has a new coupling con-

stant lp implying two different modified TOV equation forms characterized by the sign of p′. The

negative branch reduces to the ordinary GR-TOV in the limit of lp → 0, while the positive one

does not. In the positive branch, Carballo-Rubio was able to find the exact solutions using the

constant-λ trick. In this work, we investigate whether this theory’s negative branch can also pro-

vide a different feature of the ultra-compact object compared to those obtained from the GR-TOV

equation. We use a numerical method to calculate the properties of an ultra-compact object. We

tested our code by calculating numerically the pressure profile of the object in a positive branch

with the star’s radius R in a macroscopic unit by integrating from surface to center. The result

reproduces the analytical result of Carballo-Rubio [1]. While in a negative branch, we reproduce

the pressure profile results of Ho and Matsuo [2] using constant energy density ρ = ρ0 not only

by integrating from surface to center but also by integrating from center to surface, respectively.

In this work, we study ultra-compact objects with an isotropically ideal fluid matter where we

use a simple but physically motivated equation of state ρ = p/w + ρ0 with w=1 and w=1/3. In

general, we obtain that the range of lp is very restricted and must not be equal to rc. Here rc is

the starting point of integration located at the center of the star. While lp should be set to be

much larger than Planck length LPl. Consequently, the mass-radius curves for the various value

of lp for both w cases are still indistinguishable from the standard GR-TOV results. Hence from

the negative branch of p′(r), the additional free parameter lp does not provide a significant effect

compared to the standard GR-TOV equation results, even though lp is not in the limit of lp → 0

anymore. Therefore, similar to the conclusion in Ref. [3] with GR theory that the ultra-compact

objects from negative branch of semi-classical gravity with a linear equation of state are unable to

generate demanding gravitational echoes.

∗Electronic address: ilham.prasetyo@sci.ui.ac.id
†Electronic address: hramad@sci.ui.ac.id
‡Electronic address: anto.sulaksono@sci.ui.ac.id

mailto:ilham.prasetyo@sci.ui.ac.id
mailto:hramad@sci.ui.ac.id
mailto:anto.sulaksono@sci.ui.ac.id


I. INTRODUCTION

The recent excitement over gravitational wave astronomy by LIGO and Virgo [4] gave

rise to many discussions over what kind of massive bodies produce the waves. From the

astronomical point of view, the curiosity of synthesizing heavy metals such as silver and

platinum from a collision of two neutron stars also triggered excitement. From the theoretical

point of view, many attempts have been made to justify the existence of horizonless ultra-

compact objects other than known compact objects such as neutron stars or white dwarfs

when interacting with other massive bodies by probing its behavior through its waves. There

are many proposals given, including gravastars [5, 6] where inside the surface of the star lies

another de-Sitter space connected to the usual Schwarzschild space-time by a thin shell

of ultrarelativistic matter. Interestingly recently, Carballo-Rubio [1] has claimed to predict

exotic stars that have many similar features with gravastar using semiclassical gravity theory.

The semiclassical theory of gravity is probably one of the earliest attempts by physicists to

reconcile quantum field theory and gravity. It began with the remarkable result on black hole

entropy and temperature and the Unruh effect (see the famous classic monograph [7] and for

more recent one see [8]). In this theory, the concept of particle creation in general space-time

is different from the usual one in Minkowski space-time. This ambiguity is mainly caused by

the Bogolyubov transformation, which is similar to coordinate transformation. Although the

problem seems unsolvable, it turns out that the energy-momentum tensor is indifferent to

what “coordinate system” we chose. Even though there are infinities inside them, physicists

had identified what kind of infinities leads to the physical quantum state, resulting in the so-

called Hadamard state, i.e., a state whose two-point function has infinities whose form is the

same as the one calculated in Minkowskian space-time. Another state exists, i.e., Boulware

state, which had been extensively studied again since it describes a Schwarzschild black

hole vacuum. Since the study of n-point functions are related to regularization of infinities

from expectation value of energy-momentum tensor, 〈T̂µν〉, hence the main interest in the

semiclassical theory of gravity is mainly around renormalization of the energy-momentum

tensor which is related to the Einstein tensor by

Gµν = 8πG〈T̂µν〉.

The resulting renormalization should satisfy Wald’s renormalization axioms (see page 89

of [9]). It has been known that the methods of renormalization only can apply for some
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specific cases [10], and in the case of conformal field theory, these methods give rise to

the so-called trace anomaly [7] which is a still unsolvable problem in semi-classical gravity

theory. The value of the cosmological constant is restricted in a nontrivial way [11]; hence

one cannot treat this constant as a free parameter in this theory.

Here we provide a short discussion related to Boulware and Unruh vacuums. The def-

inition of Boulware vacuum is a quantum state of the exterior of any massive body but

singular at the horizon. In contrast, the Unruh vacuum is the quantum state of gravita-

tional collapse, and it features Hawking radiation at large distances [12, 13]. In general,

these two vacuums are inequivalent even though they could be interlinked classically by

coordinate transformation. Please see Ref. [14] for a detailed discussion about how to relate

both quantum vacuums. The authors of Ref. [15] investigated the dynamical evolution of

a collapsed star within semiclassical gravity. They found that in some cases, the trapping

horizon is prevented from forming in a semiclassical approach, and the new collapsed objects

could exist. These objects make the confrontation with information paradox and run-away

endpoint problem unnecessary. They also found that both quantum vacuums can describe

the same exterior compact object locally as long as the horizon is unformed. If the horizon

is formed, then the Boulware vacuum could no longer be used, and one should use Unruh

vacuum to describe the object. Please see detail technical discussions of this matter in

Ref. [15]. A recent study by Ho and Matsuo [2] has shown that if the compact objects have

no singularity nor horizons implies that arbitrary heavy objects can have a physical state

in the Boulware vacuum as long as it has stationary state. Furthermore, Ho and Matsuo in

other paper [16] have shown that it is physically sensible to consider the Boulware vacuum

for any macroscopic radius of a compact object from nonperturbative analysis of the semi-

classical Einstein equation. These results [2, 16] are contrary to the common belief that

Boulware vacuum becomes unphysical if the radius is smaller than the Schwarzchild radius

since the energy-momentum tensor is divergent at the Schwarzchild radius. In this work, we

study the compact object without horizon, and the radius is larger than the Schwarzchild

radius. Therefore, using a Boulware vacuum is relatively safe.

Meanwhile, on gravitational wave astronomy, there are some indications that all black

holes cannot be observed except by their intense gravity effects. Therefore, there exists

the possibility of the existence of the so-called black hole mimickers. These are compact

horizonless astronomical objects, usually assumed to have spherical symmetry, whose mass

3



is enormous, yet their size is relatively small. As an illustration, a neutron star’s mass M

had been observed to be around 1.4 − 2 solar mass, and its radius R is roughly within the

range of 10 to 20 km. These compact objects are mainly featured by their compactness

C = GM/R, a dimensionless quantity due to Newton’s constant G. Those objects can be

categorized as follows [17]:

1. compact objects, if 2C > 1/3,

2. ultra-compact objects, if 2C > 2/3,

3. objects violating Buchdhal limit, if 2C > 8/9,

4. clean-photon sphere objects, if 2C > 1/(1 + 0.019), and

5. near-horizon quantum structures, if 2C > 1/(1 + 10−40).

A black hole’s compactness is 2C = 1, so these exotic compact objects should have com-

pactness less than the black hole’s (2C < 1). Suppose that any two massive objects had

collided and formed another massive object in the so-called ring-down phase, this final ob-

ject, in general, can be anything, including a black hole. Due to the gravitational field’s

intensity, these final objects will most likely be a black hole, but if it is not, it will be at

least an ultra-compact object. By many analyses on a geodesic of light rays propagating

near the object, perturbating its exterior gravitational field, people knew that the effective

potential Veff from its gravity would affect its ring-down gravitational wave pulse [3]. After

two massive objects are combined into either a black hole or an ultra-compact object, its

gravitational wave pulse will stop or produce echoes as the final object forms. This echo is

the leaking of those gravitational waves that are trapped by the effective potential barrier

located at radius r = 3GM (V ′
eff (3GM) = 0 and V ′′

eff(3GM) < 0), which is the location of

the so-called photon sphere. To have the photon sphere, then the object’s radius should sat-

isfy R < 3GM , which implies compactness 2C > 2/3. It is worthy to note that the photon

sphere’s existence is due to the geodesic of light rays propagating near the massive object,

but its existence does not imply gravitational wave echo, which came from the so-called TT-

tensor part of metric perturbation. The potential wall location at r = 3GM is in coincidence

with the photon sphere and is a byproduct of the spherical symmetry assumption, which is

generally not true for rotating objects that obey axial symmetry. In the rest of this paper,
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we shall only assume spherical symmetry. The gravitational wave echo frequency fecho is in

one-to-one correspondence on the object’s compactness C by [17]

τ
(approx)
echo ∼ 4M | log ǫ|, (1)

with ǫ = 1/2C − 1 and fecho = π/τecho. This echo time delay can also be estimated by a

calculation of its metric component gtt and grr both inside and outside the star [18]

τ
(num)
echo =

∫ 3GM

0

√

−grr
gtt

dr. (2)

The integration means that the trapped waves propagated from r = 3GM to r = 0 and

back to r = 3GM by assuming that the gravitational wave penetrates the ultra-compact

object. (In fact, Eq. (1) came from Eq. (2) but integrated from r = R to r = 3GM .) It

had been calculated that the binary neutron stars merger GW170817 produced an approxi-

mation to a “tentative” echo frequency fecho ≃ 72 Hz from a 2.6-2.7 solar mass ”black hole”

remnant with dimensionless spin 0.84 − 0.87 [19]. This observation had been predicted to

be compatible with a toy model of an incompressible star with mass 2 − 3 solar mass [20].

There are varieties of the proposed compact objects (see the compilation of the properties of

those objects and the corresponding discussions in Ref. [17]). These proposed ultra-compact

object studies are motivated by the hope that at least the echo from one of those objects

will eventually be detected in the near future.

Recently, Carballo-Rubio [1] proposed a modified TOV equation generated by semi-

classical gravity theory. Solutions obeying boundary conditions are found. They arise from

the pressure equation p′ with a positive sign and are identified with a nontrivial combina-

tion of the black stars and gravastars. This calculation is done by defining a suitably new

constant λ > 1 that relates all pressure p, mass m, and energy density ρ, hence the EoS are

unique. The form of pressure equation p′ with the negative sign has also been analyzed by

Ho and Matsuo [2] to show, using constant energy density, that the Buchdahl limit can be

violated without making the pressure goes to infinity.

In this work, we investigate the form of pressure equation p′ with negative sign much

further. This paper is organized as follows. In section II, we briefly revisit the models

(Refs. [1] and [2]). We discuss the numerical scheme in Appendix (page 22), which is crucial

to justify our results in the following section III. In section III part A, we discuss the model in

more detail with non-negative pressure and energy density assumption, and we use a simple
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linear EoS. We look at the effect from the semi-classical terms compared to the usual TOV

equation. In section III part B, we discuss the numerical results. Finally, we summarize our

work in Section IV.

II. COMPACT STARS IN THE THEORY OF SEMI-CLASSICAL GRAVITY

In ref. [1] a new type of TOV equations can obtained by using the renormalized energy-

momentum tensor and solving the modified Einstein field equation (EFE)

Gµν =
8πG

c4
Tµν + 96π2l2p〈T̂µν〉, (3)

where lp is the so-called renormalized Planck length. This quantity is related to the usual

Planck length LPl =
√

~G/c3 by

lp =

√

N

12π
LPl,

where N ≫ 1 is the number of particle fields. From now on, we shall use the natural units

(c = 1). The renormalized stress-energy tensor (RSET) describes the quantum vacuum

polarization of N ≫ 1 matter fields. We shall symbolize the usual Planck length as LPl so

that there is no ambiguity with the normalized one lp, which will be treated as an adjustable

coupling constant.

Similar to the derivation of the usual TOV equation, the space-time metric gµν is the

static spherically symmetric metric

ds2 = ds2(2) + r2(dθ2 + sin2 θdϕ2), (4)

ds2(2) = −eν(r)dt2 +
dr2

1− 2Gm(r)/r
, (5)

which has a time symmetry denoted mathematically by a timelike Killing vector ξ = ∂t, and

the energy-momentum tensor can be expressed by the usual perfect fluid

T µν = (ρ+ p)uµuν + pgµν , (6)

where uµ is the 4-velocity of the fluid, which is timelike and normalized (uµuµ = −1),

and gµν is the inverse of the metric. The RSET is given by the so-called s-wave Polyakov

approximation (see Ref. [21] page 216)

〈T̂µν〉 =
δaµδ

b
ν

4πr2
〈T̂ (2)

ab 〉, (7)
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where indices a and b denote 2-dimensional space-time coordinates ds2(2) where 〈T̂ (2)
ab 〉 =

〈0|T̂ (2)
ab |0〉 is evaluated. The Boulware state |0〉 is associated with the Killing vector ξ from

the metric, i.e., ξµ = δµt which implies ξµ = −eνδµt. It is a usual practice to use null

coordinate to obtain 〈T̂ (2)
ab 〉 and then transform back to (t, r) coordinate. It was shown

in [22] that there is a shortcut equivalent to the usual practice, i.e.,

〈T̂ (2)
ab 〉 =

1

48π

(

R(2)gab + Aab −
1

2
gabA,

)

(8)

where R(2) is the Ricci scalar from the 2-dimensional metric and Aab is related to the Killing

vector ξ (in this case |ξ| = eν/2) by

Aab =
4

|ξ|∇a∇b|ξ|. (9)

From Wald’s axioms [9], the contracted Bianchi identity ∇µ〈T̂ µν〉 = 0 should be satisfied.

This can be checked by substituting the components of the RSET the identity.

Then from the contracted Bianchi identity ∇µT
µν = 0 and the above modified EFE (3)

we obtain three equations of motion

−p′ − (p+ ρ)

2
ν ′ = 0, (10)

ν ′

r
− 2Gm

r3(1− 2Gm/r)
=

8πGp

1− 2Gm/r
− l2P

4

(

ν ′

r

)2

, (11)

2Gm′

r2
= 8πGρ+

l2P
r2

[(

1− 2Gm

r

)

(

ν ′′ + (ν ′)
2
)

−
(

Gm′

r
− Gm

r2

)

ν ′ − 3

4

(

1− 2Gm

r

)

(ν ′)
2

]

. (12)

Here the prime denotes differentiation with respect to r.

There are two roots of the metric solution ν ′ from Eq. (11):

ν ′ = −2r

l2P

(

1±
√

1 +
l2p
r2

2Gm

r

(1 + 4πr3p/m)

(1− 2Gm/r)

)

. (13)

It leads to two different expressions for both of p′ and m′. The negative and positive signs on

the right-hand side will be named as negative and (positive) branches. In the limit of lp → 0,

the negative branch approaches the standard GR-TOV equation while the positive branch

does not. In the next section, we focus on this negative branch. Regarding the validity of

our numerical calculation, we provide the detailed discussions in Appendix in page 22.
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III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Modified TOV Equations from Semi-classical Gravity

Here we investigate the model in Ref. [1] with phenomenological point of view, i.e, we

only consider non-negative p. Since in general (lp/r)
2X is not constant, where

X =
2Gm

r

(1 + 4πr3p/m)

(1− 2Gm/r)
, (14)

there was a hope for a more general EoS than (A.18), that is by relaxing the requirement

λ = constant so that λ is a function of r. By inspecting equation

p′ =
(p+ ρ)r

l2P

(

1 + k

√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

)

(15)

where k = ±1, we discuss it in three cases: (1)
l2p
r2
X < 1, (2)

l2p
r2
X > 1 and (3)

l2p
r2
X = 1.

Clearly X > 0, since X ≤ 0 must be from 2Gm/r ≥ 1. From case (1), by binomial expansion

with respect to
l2p
r2
X to only a leading order, we obtain

p′ =











ρ+p
2

(

4r
l2pX

+ X
r

)

, k = +1,

−ρ+p
2

X
r
, k = −1.

(16)

Since for any reasonable perfect fluid demand positive pressure and surface of the star

demand zero pressure, we need p′ < 0, which is not satisfied by p′ from k = +1 while

k = −1 is just standard TOV equation. From case (2), again by binomial expansion with

respect to r2/(l2pX), this leads us to

p′ = k
(ρ+ p)

√
X

lp
. (17)

This expression eliminates k = +1. From the case (3), this leads us to

p′ =
(p+ ρ)r

l2P

(

1 + k
√
2
)

, (18)

which again imply that we should choose k = −1. Hence from now we shall only investigate

p′ generated from k = −1 so that both pc > 0 and p(R) = 0 are satisfied.

Notice that Eq. (12) has m′ on both sides, the full expression of m′ is rather lengthy.

Since we choose k = −1, we use

p′ =
(p + ρ)r

l2P

(

1−
√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

)

, (19)
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then we have

m′ = 4πρr2

(

1 +
∑7

i=1Ai

1 +
∑4

i=1Bi

)

, (20)

where the nominator consists of

A1 =
3l2pp

ρr2
√

1 +
l2p
r2
X
, (21)

A2 = −
3l2pm(1 + 4πr3p/m)

4πρr5
√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

, (22)

A3 = −
Gl2pm

2(1 + 4πr3p/m)

2πρr6(1− 2Gm/r)

√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

, (23)

A4 = −
m

(

1−
√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

)

4πρr3
, (24)

A5 = −
(1− 2Gm/r)

(

1−
√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

)

4πGρr2
, (25)

A6 =

(1− 2Gm/r)

(

1−
√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

)2

8πGρl2p
, (26)

A7 =
l2p

ρr

√

1 +
l2p
r2
X
p′, (27)

and the denominator consists of

B1 =
4πl2ppr

m

√

1 +
l2p
r2
X
, (28)

B2 = −
l2p (1 + 4πr3p/m)

r2
√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

, (29)

B3 = −
2Gl2pm (1 + 4πr3p/m)

r3 (1− 2Gm/r)

√

1 +
l2p
r2
X
, (30)

B4 = −
(

1−
√

1 +
l2p
r2
X

)

. (31)

Since m′ is complicated, we need to be careful of fixing the constants and the initial data of

pressure.

Before solving those equations numerically, let us investigate both p′ and m′ at limit
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lp → 0. Expanding p′ with respect to lp, we have

p′ = −G (m+ 4πr3p) (ρ+ p)

r(r − 2Gm)
+

G2l2p (m+ 4πr3p)
2
(ρ+ p)

2r3(r − 2Gm)2
+O(l3p). (32)

Let us expand these Ai and Bi w.r.t. lp:

A1 =
l2p
r2

3p

ρ
+O(l3p) > 0, (33)

A2 = −
l2p
r2

3m (1 + 4πr3p/m)

4πr3ρ
+O(l3p) < 0, (34)

A3 = −
l2p
r2

Gm2 (1 + 4πr3p/m)

2πr4ρ(1− 2Gm/r)
+O(l3p) < 0, (35)

A4 =
l2p
r2

Gm2 (1 + 4πr3p/m)

4πr4ρ(1− 2Gm/r)
+O(l3p) > 0, (36)

A5 =
l2p
r2

m (1 + 4πr3p/m)

4πr3ρ
+O(l3p) > 0, (37)

A6 =
l2p
r2

Gm2 (1 + 4πr3p/m)
2

8πr4ρ(1 − 2Gm/r)
+O(l3p) > 0, (38)

A7 = −
l2p
r2

Gm(1 + p/ρ) (1 + 4πr3p/m)

r(1− 2Gm/r)
+O(l3p) < 0, (39)

and

B1 =
l2p
r2

4πr3p

m
+O(l3p) > 0, (40)

B2 = −
l2p
r2

(

1 +
4πr3p

m

)

+O(l3p) < 0, (41)

B3 = −
l2p
r2

2Gm (1 + 4πr3p/m)

r(1− 2Gm/r)
+O(l3p) < 0, (42)

B4 =
l2p
r2

Gm (1 + 4πr3p/m)

r(1− 2Gm/r)
+O(l3p) > 0, (43)

Since we know that (Gm/r), (r3p/m), (r3ρ/m) and (p/ρ) are dimensionless, notice that no

singularity occur on each Ai and Bi as r = rc ∼ 0. Summing them up,

7
∑

i=1

Ai =
l2p
r2

[

3p

ρ
− 2

m (1 + 4πr3p/m)

4πr3ρ
− Gm2 (1 + 4πr3p/m)

4πr4ρ(1 − 2Gm/r)

+
Gm2 (1 + 4πr3p/m)

2

8πr4ρ(1− 2Gm/r)
− Gm(1 + p/ρ) (1 + 4πr3p/m)

r(1− 2Gm/r)

]

+O(l3p), (44)

4
∑

i=1

Bi =
l2p
r2

[

−1− Gm (1 + 4πr3p/m)

r(1− 2Gm/r)

]

+O(l3p). (45)
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The value of ρ0 plays a significant role. On the surface of the object, p = 0, ρ = ρ0, r = R

and m = M , so we have

p′(R) = − GMρ0
R2(1− 2GM/R)

+
G2l2pM

2ρ0

2R5(1− 2GM/R)2
+O(l3p) (46)

and

7
∑

i=1

Ai =
l2p
R2

[

−2
M

4πR3ρ0
− GM2

4πR4ρ0(1− 2GM/R)

+
GM2

8πR4ρ0(1− 2GM/R)
− GM

R(1− 2GM/R)

]

+O(l3p), (47)

4
∑

i=1

Bi =
l2p
R2

[

−1 − GM

R(1− 2GM/R)

]

+O(l3p), (48)

hence m′(R) finite since ρ0 6= 0. It seems that if the value of ρ0 goes to zero, the changes of

both R and M might be significant.

Now in the center r = rc ∼ 0 we have

7
∑

i=1

Ai =
l2p
r2c

[

3pc
ρc

− 2
(1 + 3pc/ρc)

3
− Gm2

c (1 + 3pc/ρc)

4πr4cρc(1− 2Gmc/rc)

+
Gm2

c (1 + 3pc/ρc)
2

8πr4cρc(1− 2Gmc/rc)
− Gmc(1 + pc/ρc) (1 + 3pc/ρc)

rc(1− 2Gmc/rc)

]

+O(l3p)

=
l2p
r2c

[

pc
ρc

− 2

3

]

+O(r2c ), (49)

4
∑

i=1

Bi =
l2p
r2c

[

−1 − Gmc (1 + 3pc/ρc)

rc(1− 2Gmc/rc)

]

+O(l3p) = −
l2p
r2c

+O(r2c ), (50)

where we have substitute the mass in this limit mc = (4/3)πρcr
3
c . Then we have

p′(rc) ∼ −4

3
πGrc(ρc + pc)(ρc + 3pc) +

8

9
π2G2l2prc(ρc + pc)(ρc + 3pc)

2 (51)

and

m′(rc) ∼ 4πr2cρc

(

1 + (lp/rc)
2(3pc/ρc − 2/3)

1− (lp/rc)2

)

. (52)

These equations are valid only when r near rc and clearly m′(rc) is singular when rc = lp.

Suppose that we have at the center rc = αlp where α > 0. Then this means that α 6= 1.

Notice that Eq. (51) can be rewritten as

p′(rc) ≃ −4

3
πGρ2c

(

1 +
pc
ρc

)(

1 + 3
pc
ρc

)

αlp

[

1− 2

3
πGρc

(

1 + 3
pc
ρc

)

l2p

]

. (53)
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The second term in the square bracket can be bigger than the first term if αl3p is large enough

than αlp. Hence, we conclude that αl3p should be sufficiently small such that p′(r) < 0.

Looking at Eq. (53), then the higher-order terms should have the pattern O
(

αl2n+1
p

)

, with

n an integer. This means that we should hold lp first then adjusting α such that the second

term in Eq. (53) does not dominate the first one, i.e.,

lp <

√

3

2πG(ρc + 3pc)
, or equivalently, N <

18

L2
PlG(ρc + 3pc)

. (54)

Hence the upper bound of lp depends on both pc and the EoS, which should satisfy the

strong energy condition.

By defining an arbitrary positive valued constant α = rc/lp, Eq. (52) becomes

m′(rc) ∼ 4πr2cρc

[

1− 3pc/ρc + 1/3

1− α2

]

. (55)

Logically the mass should grow from center to the surface, so m′(r) > 0 (0 < r ≤ R).

Notice that if α > 1 then m′(rc) > 0 is trivially satisfied. On the other hand, if α < 1 then

m′(rc) > 0 can happen if the second term inside the square bracket is less than unity. This

implies

3pc < (2/3− α2)ρc. (56)

If α =
√

2/3 then pc < 0. This negative center pressure is contradicting with our previous

assumption that p > 0 and ρ > 0 inside the star. If α >
√

2/3 then

ρc < −
(

3pc
α2 − 2/3

)

< 0. (57)

This expression is also a contradiction with our previous assumption. If α <
√

2/3 then

ρc >

(

3pc
2/3− α2

)

> 4.5pc, (58)

which imply speed of sound squared dp/dρ = w < 2/9, lower than the upper bound from

QCD and causality, where w ≤ 1/3 and w ≤ 1, respectively [23]. According to Ref. [3], the

maximum compactness produced by a linear equation of state (EoS) ρ = p/w + ρ0 is
(

2GM

R

)

max

∼ 8

9
(

0.51w+0.77
w(w+4.18)

+ 1
) , (59)

which is a monotonically increasing function of w as w grow but cannot go beyond the

Buchdahl limit 2GM/R = 8/9. So w < 2/9 will produce less compact stars than w = 1/3.

Also notice that this condition m′(r) applies only at r = rc, so it may not be true for r > rc.

12



The case of α < 1 may still be investigated with negative valued mc, which is possible

according to Ref [24]. From Eq. (45) then we can see that singularity of m′(r) may not be

there anymore for α = 1. If we demand
∑

i Bi > 0 then

mc <
ρcrc

Gρc − 3Gpc
≡ mc,max (60)

and since mc < 0 we obtain another restriction for the EoS

w > 1/3. (61)

Notice that mc,max can be made close to zero so we can use limit mc → 0−. Eq. (32) in

the limit of mc → 0− becomes p′(rc) < 0 so p will decrease from pc. In this limit, Eq. (44)

becomes
∑

i

Ai ∼ α−2

[

pc
ρc

− 2

3

]

. (62)

Since we demand
∑

i Bi > 0 and m′(r) > 0, then

w > 2/3. (63)

This is from considering mc → 0−. If on the other hand we consider mc → −∞, notice that

Eq. (32) set the minimum value of mc, i.e.,

0 > mc > −4πr3cpc ≡ mc,min. (64)

Notice that mc,min can be very close to zero so the range of mc is quite small. Thus for

the case of mc < 0, we obtain that both w and mc are restricted to w > 2/3 and mc,min <

mc < mc,max. Due to the tight restriction of mc < 0, we do not focus on mc < 0 case in the

following sections but rather on the usual positive valued mc = 4πr3cρc/3.

B. Numerical Results

The EoS used here have the following linear form

ρ(p) = p/w + ρ0, (65)

where w is the speed of sound squared from thermodynamics and ρ0 is a positive valued

constant. The constant ρ0 cannot be zero since it implies no solution and cannot be negative,

13
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FIG. 1: Here we have profiles of p and m in the upper panels from lp = 1 mm and α = 20 and we

vary the speed of sound squared w. The metric function exp(ν) and 1− 2Gm/r are also shown for

each w in the lower panels.

or it will violate weak energy condition [3]. The constant w is restricted to at least two

conditions [23]: (1) from causality, we have 0 < w ≤ 1 and (2) from QCD and other known

theories, we have 0 < w ≤ 1/3. Here we focus on compact stars with largest compactness

possible, so we shall choose 1/3 ≤ w ≤ 1 and α > 1.

To integrate both p′ and m′ numerically we need to fix lp, α, ρ0, and pc carefully such that

all boundary conditions are satisfied. Here we shall use natural units for those four constants

following Ref. [25]. In this set of units called “NS” units, r is in metres, both p and ρ are

in MeV/fm3 and m is in MeV m3/fm3. The compactness is defined as C = GM/R. We use

ρ0 = 4B, where B is the so-called bag constant from the MIT bag model [18].
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FIG. 2: Here we show the M-R curve from varying w. The semi-classical correction does not

produce significant discrepancy compared to TOV from GR.

The upper bound of lp can now be determined. It is usual to have both pc and ρ0 at

most ∼ 103 MeV/fm3, then by Eq. (54), we have lp <∼ 10 km. Since the observed neutron

stars have R ∼ 10 km, we have lp < R, which is trivial if we consider lp to be related to the

Planck length. This finding is equivalent to fixing the upper bound for the dimensionless

parameter N , which is N < 1079. This number is a huge quantity since the RSET should

satisfy (in SI units using ~c = 3.162× 10−27 kg m3 s−2)

|〈Tµν〉| <
|Tµν |

3.162× 1052 kg m3 s−2 . (66)

Since the smallness of lp often make calculators cannot detect the second term in the

square root in Eq. (19), this form tends to make p′ = 0 in some r. To evade this, we use an
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FIG. 3: Here we show the M-R curve from varying B. Decreasing B produces higher mass and

larger radius.

equivalent form of Eq. (19), i.e.,

p′ = − (p+ ρ)X

r
(

1 +
√

1 + (lp/r)2X
) . (67)

The following numerical results show that the contribution of RSET does not significantly

affect the maximum mass. An example for profiles from varying w are shown in Fig. 1. We

see that the contribution of w does make higher mass and larger radius resulting in an ultra-

compact star, but we will not discuss its echo property since this compactness can also be

obtained from the standard TOV equation in GR.

Varying B, α and lp lead to similar profiles. The M-R curves from varying w, B, α and

lp are shown in Figs. 2, 3, 4 and 5, respectively. Here the semi-classical correction does not
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FIG. 4: Here we show the M-R curve from varying α. The choice of α does not show any difference

in the result.

produce significant discrepancy from arbitrary choice of pc compared to TOV from GR.

We also had tried using α < 1, but we cannot find the numerical solution. The mass

always goes down to a negative value, even though it increases a little in the beginning. It is

interesting to note that for the similar case considered in Ref. [2] their integration method

breaks down at r = lp. They use constant energy density, and they integrate the equations

from the surface to the core.
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FIG. 5: Here we show the M-R curve from varying lp. Increasing lp also does not significantly shift

the M-R curve.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we analyze the semi-classical theory of gravity proposed in Ref. [1]. Note

that the theory has two different sets of equations characterized by the sign in p′. This

happened since the Einstein equation for metric solution exp(ν) in (13) has two roots and

p′ is related to ν ′ by Eq. (10).

From the positive branch, defining a constant λ is done to obtain analytic solutions. By

definition of λ, p is related to energy density ρ and mass m. The solution’s character p is

as follows: starting from the negative value of p at r → 0 and increase the p to zero. This

solution resembles a combination of the known gravastars or black star models. We show
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that the numerical solution can be obtained by integrating from its surface to its core.

From the negative branch, which goes to the usual TOV equation at the formal limit

lp → 0, we had reproduced the results from [2] for the case of constant energy density. In

this paper, we analyze this negative branch further by applying linear EoS ρ = p/w + ρ0

with w=1/3 and w=1, respectively.

The range of lp is dependent on the choice of rc. The reason is as follows. Since the

equation m′(r) is much more complicated than usual TOV equation (see Eqs.(20)-(31)), it

has terms that can make m′(r) < 0, which may imply negative m since at the center mc ∼ 0.

These terms are dependent on the values of both lp and rc such that m′(rc) is singular when

lp = rc.

To investigate m′(r) around this singularity, we fix a relation rc = αlp with α 6= 1. We

also demand m′(r) > 0 for 0 < r < R since it is usual practice to expect the mass increase

from the center to surface. We found that, with some approximation steps, 0 < α <
√

2/3

demands a very restricted set of EoS with a speed of sound squared w < 2/9. This value

implies the compactness lowered, so we are not discussing this aspect. For
√

2/3 ≤ α < 1,

this demands either pc < 0 or ρc < 0 which contradict our starting assumption that both

pressure and energy density should not be negative. For the case of α > 1, we can use any

EoS. Thus our analysis agrees with Ref. [2], i.e., their integration breaks down at r = lp.

The value of lp has an upper bound-constrained by the pressure at the center pc. From

our approximation, we found from the dimensional analysis that lp < 10 km, which is of

order R. This upper bound implies N < 1079. This fact implies that lp can be much larger

than Planck length.

Through varying all four parameters w, B, α, and lp, our numerical results show that the

M-R curves are indistinguishable compared to the TOV equation results in GR. Hence the

parameter lp, though not in the limit lp → LPl, has no significant signature compared to the

standard TOV equation.

Compactness reaching the ultra-compact range can be achieved by adjusting both w and

B in the TOV equation system with and without semi-classical correction. Moreover, the

authors in Ref. [2] showed that the Buchdahl limit could be violated using constant energy

density, which means setting w equal to infinity. Hence, it seems that we need to reach

somehow much higher compactness larger than the Buchdahl limit to see the significance of

the semi-classical correction. This way might be done either by adjusting decreasing B to
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near zero or increasing w such that w > 1, which violates causality.

Hence we conclude this section with the following points. (1) The structure of the

Eqs. (19)-(31) restricts the range of α and w in some ways that turn out to give results

not significant if compared to the usual TOV equation system. Therefore, similar to the

conclusion in Ref. [3] with GR theory that the ultra-compact objects from the negative

branch of semi-classical gravity with a linear equation of state are unable to generate de-

manding gravitational echoes. (2) Our numerical results are consistent with both Ref. [3]

and Ref. [2]. See the detailed discussion in Appendix. (3) The positive branch is still open for

more detailed numerical analysis. We expect that the quantum effect within semi-classical

approximation is only significant for exotic compact objects, considered the solution related

to the positive branch.

Acknowledgments

This work is funded by Publikasi Terindeks Internasional (PUTI) Doktor 2020, No. NKB-

614/UN2.RST/HKP.05.00/2020.

[1] R. Carballo-Rubio, “Stellar equilibrium in semiclassical gravity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, no. 6,

061102 (2018) [arXiv:1706.05379 [gr-qc]].

[2] P. M. Ho and Y. Matsuo, “Static Black Hole and Vacuum Energy: Thin Shell and Incom-

pressible Fluid,” JHEP 1803, 096 (2018) [arXiv:1710.10390 [hep-th]].
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Appendix: Discussions Regarding Numerical Method

In this appendix, we discuss the integration schemes and their results. As a disclaimer, in

this paper, all the calculations are done using Mathematica 10.0. The schemes are named as

forward (backward, resp.) integration, corresponding to integrating from center to surface

(surface to center). It is known that for the standard TOV equation, we can do both forward

and backward integration. Here we discuss both forward, and backward integration to obtain

numerical solutions for (1) negative branch obtained previously by Ho and Matsuo [2] in

the case of constant energy density ρ and (2) the negative branch obtained previously by

Carballo-Rubio [1] using constant λ trick.

We emphasize these forward and backward integration schemes because we use forward

integration in the next section, but both [1] and [2] imply backward integration. We show

that for the negative branch, we get consistent results from both backward and forward

integration. This evidence justifies our numerical method for the negative branch system

that we discussed in the section III onwards.

a. Forward and backward integration solutions from negative branch

Suppose we redefine the rr component of the metric by

F (r) =

√

C(r)

(

1− 2Gm(r)

r

)

, (A.1)

C(r) = eν(r), (A.2)
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and the constants by α = l2p and κ = 8πG. Then the equations (11) and (12) are equivalent

to equations (5.7) and (5.8) in [2],

0 = − 1

8r2C(r)2
[

−3αF (r)2C ′(r)2 + 4rC(r)2F (r)F ′(r)

+2C(r)F (r) (αC ′(r)F ′(r) + F (r) (αC ′′(r)− 2rC ′(r)))

+2κr2C(r)3(p+ ρ)
]

, (A.3)

0 =
1

4r2C(r)2
[

αF (r)2C ′(r)2 − αC(r)F (r) (F (r)C ′′(r) + C ′(r)F ′(r))

−2C(r)2F (r) (rF ′(r) + F (r)) + C(r)3
(

2− κr2(ρ− p)
)]

(A.4)

To avoid confusion, we keep our symbol for energy density and metric function as ρ and

ν, respectively, while in [2] the authors use m and ρ. In this paper, we assign m as the

mass function. Setting the energy density as constant ρ = ρ0, we can see from (10) that the

pressure becomes

p(r) = −ρ0 + p0e
−ν(r)/2. (A.5)

Here p0 is a constant that should satisfy the boundary condition at the surface p(R) = 0,

i.e., p0 = ρ0
√

1− 2GM/R with M = m(R).

Only in this subsection, the integrations are done for the tortoise coordinate r∗ which is

defined as

r∗ =

∫

dr

F (r)
. (A.6)

This then give us the equations for r(r∗) and ν(r∗) as

0 = − 1

8r(r∗)2
[2 {αν ′′(r∗)− 2r(r∗)ν

′(r∗)r
′(r∗)}

+4r(r∗)r
′′(r∗) + 2κr(r∗)

2p0e
ν(r∗)/2 − α[ν ′(r∗)]

2
]

, (A.7)

0 =
1

4r(r∗)2
[

−αν ′′(r∗)− 2(r(r∗)r
′′(r∗) + [r′(r∗)]

2)

+eν(r∗)[2− κr(r∗)
2(2ρ0 − p0e

−ν(r∗)/2)]
]

. (A.8)

From substracting (A.7) with (A.8) we can see there are two roots of η′(r∗), corresponding

to the negative and positive branch we had discussed before. Since in this subsection we

focus on the negative branch, which goes to TOV equation in the limit α → 0

ν ′(r∗) = − 2

α

(

r(r∗)r
′(r∗)−

√

r(r∗)2
(

ακp0e
ν(r∗)

2 + r′(r∗)2 − ακρ0eν(r∗)
)

+ α (eν(r∗) − r′(r∗)2)

)

.

(A.9)
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This corresponds to the second equation

r′′(r∗) =
1

4 (α− r(r∗)2) r′(r∗)

[

κr(r∗)
2e

ν(r∗)
2

(

2ρ0e
ν(r∗)

2 − p0

)

×
(

2

√

r(r∗)2
(

ακp0e
ν(r∗)

2 + r′(r∗)2 − ακρ0eν(r∗)
)

+ α (eν(r∗) − r′(r∗)2)− αν ′(r∗)

)

−
(

2

√

r(r∗)2
(

ακp0e
ν(r∗)

2 + r′(r∗)2 − ακρ0eν(r∗)
)

+ α (eν(r∗) − r′(r∗)2)− αν ′(r∗)

)

×2eν(r∗) + 4r(r∗)r
′(r∗)

(

ακp0e
ν(r∗)

2 + r′(r∗)
2 − ακρ0e

ν(r∗)
)]

(A.10)

So we have a first order equation for ν(r∗) and second order equation for r(r∗). These

depends on three parameters M , R∗ = r∗(R), ρ0 and two coupling constants α and κ. The

initial conditions at r∗ = R∗ are

R∗ = R + 2GM ln(R/2GM − 1), (A.11)

ν(R∗) = ln(
√

1− 2GM/R), (A.12)

r(R∗) = R, (A.13)

r′(R∗) = 1− 2GM/R. (A.14)

Then we do the backward integration. To fix the three input parameters R,M, and ρ0, we

follow recipe in [2]: fix M first, then fix R such that R > 2GM , then explore the value of

ρ0.

To every value of ρ0, we have different shooting parameter values k related to R by

R = 2GM/k, so it is restricted to 0 < k < 1. It is also carefully chosen so that at the

center the slope of p is not steep (|p′(r∗ → −∞)| < ∞). This result has two reasons. First,

assigning p′(r∗ → −∞) ∼ 0 is done so that when we integrate the equation in the opposite

direction (forward), we can get the same curves. Second, the negative branch goes to the

TOV equation in the small α limit and it is known that, in the TOV system, p′(r = 0) ∼ 0

so the negative branch should also has this property for sufficiently small α. We assume that

r∗ is linear to r in the region near r = 0 so that p′(r∗ → −∞) ∼ 0 imply |p′(r → 0)| < ∞.

The results from doing backward integration and calculating again using forward integra-

tion are shown in Fig. 6. We obtain that the forward integration produces the same curves

as the backward one. The pressure, in the region r∗ → −∞, is indeed does not go to Planck

scale for the macroscopic size of R.
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FIG. 6: The backward and forward integration on the negative branch gives same numerical curves.

Here we integrate them with respect to tortoise coordinate r∗. Here k is the shooting parameter to

determine R by R = 2GM/k so that p′(r∗ = 0) ∼ 0. Here e(ν) goes really close to zero as r∗ → −∞

but never reach zero.

b. Forward and backward integration solutions from positive branch

The author in Ref. [1] had shown that the positive branch have exact solutions whose

properties are very similar to a mixture of gravastars and black stars, i.e., the negative
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pressure in the interior

p =
−1 +O(l2p/r

2)

8πGr2R2

[

R2 − r2e
(λ+1)(r2−R2)

l2p

]

, (A.15)

with λ > 1 a constant, but its energy density is still positive valued

ρ(r) =
1 +O(l2p/r

2)

8πGr2R2

[

R2 + r2e
(λ+1)(r2−R2)

l2p

]

. (A.16)

Notice that p(0) < 0 and ρ(0) > 0. Moreover, both satisfy weak, dominant, and null energy

conditions. The strong energy conditions are assumed unnecessary since the existence of

Casimir energy in experiments violate it. The key point of the derivation of Eqs. (A.15) and

(A.16) is the introduction of a constant λ > 1 that is defined as

λ ≡
√

1 +
l2p
r2

2Gm

r

(1 + 4πr3p/m)

(1− 2Gm/r)
, (A.17)

where it implies a fixed form of EoS and mass profile

ρ = −p +
l2p

(λ+ 1)r
p′, (A.18)

m =
r3
(

−8πGl2pp+ λ2 − 1
)

2G
(

l2p + (λ2 − 1) r2
) . (A.19)

Since p = 0 at r = R, we have the compactness determined by R, lp and λ as

2C =
2GM

R
=

1
(

l2p/ [R
2 (λ2 − 1)] + 1

) , (A.20)

with M = m(R). The resulting exact solution for metric is

ν(r) = ν(R) +
(λ+ 1)(R2 − r2)

l2p
, (A.21)

with ν(R) = ln
(

1− 2GM/R +O(l2p/R
2)
)

. The solutions can lead to arbitrary compactness

depending on the value of λ and are stable by curvature and boundary conditions arguments.

After some algebra, one can arrive at the following equation of motion

p′(r) = g(r) + p(r)h(r), (A.22)

g(r) =
(λ+ 1)2

(

l4p + (λ− 2)l2pr
2 − (λ2 − 1) r4

)

4πGl2pr
(

l2p − (λ+ 1)r2
) (

l2p + (λ2 − 1) r2
) , (A.23)

h(r) =
2(λ+ 1)r

(

(2λ+ 1)l4p + (λ3 + λ2 − 2λ− 2) l2pr
2 − (λ− 1)(λ+ 1)2r4

)

l2p
(

l2p − (λ+ 1)r2
) (

l2p + (λ2 − 1) r2
) . (A.24)
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We integrate by backward integration starting from r = R and p(R) = 0 inward. Since

this is a first order equation for p, we can see that R is already tied with M so there is no

shooting parameter k like in the previous subsection, where R can be set at an arbitrary

value as long as R > 2GM and p′(r = 0) ∼ 0. From g(r), we can see that the equation has

singularity at r = 0 so we expect uncontrolled behavior of p near r = 0.

We show the backward integration solutions in top panel of Fig. 7 and it is clear that it

violates |p′(r → 0)| < ∞. We tried to use the smallest possible r = rc as the initial position

and its corresponding p(rc) for starting the forward integration. The resulting curve in the

middle panel, while the comparison is in the bottom panel. The results from backward and

forward integration are different. The real and imaginary words in the most bottom panel is

the real and imaginary part of log(p/pc) from both backward and forward integration. We

show them here since the pressure p/pc from forward integration suddenly goes to zero at

r = rf much earlier than R from the backward integration, where after this point p/pc < 0

and thus log(p/pc) ∈ C for forward integration. In Fig. 7, rf ∼ 5 m while R = 10 km. We

still do not yet know how to remedy this, but the numerical result from backward integration

perfectly fits the analytic solution (A.15).

c. Comparison of our numerical results with the density for regular geometry part of Ho-Matsuo

model

In this subsubsection, we intend to check the validity of our numerical calculation by

comparing the typical result of section 6.1.3, density for regular geometry in Ref. [2] with

the same EOS (constant energy density EOS) input but calculating by using our code

where we restricted the calculation only for the interior of the star.Note that we perform

a calculation by using backward and forward integrations to check the consistency of the

numerical calculation. It means that the geometry is regular for 0 ≤ r ≤ R, and pressure is

finite and positive inside the star. Note that we do not investigate the too small density and

too large density cases of the Ho-Matsuo model wherein both latter cases r∗ do not always

monotonically increase when r increased. We had reproduced relatively similar plots with

Fig. 14 and Fig. 15 of Ref. [2], and the trend of the plot satisfies the condition discussed in

section 6.1.3 of Ref. [2]. The results are shown in Fig. 6. However, we unable to reproduce

exactly the quantitative result as shown in Fig. 14 and Fig. 15 of Ref. [2] since the authors
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FIG. 7: Profiles of p(r) from the positive branch from backward integration (top panel), forward

integration (middle panel), and the comparison between each numerical results (bottom panel).Here

we calculate first using backward integration, then the values from backward integration is used for

forward integration. In the most bottom panel, we show the real and imaginary part of log(p/pc)

since for the forward integration, p/pc = 0 at r = rf ∼ 5 m and after this point p/pc < 0 when

r > rf and thus log(p/pc) ∈ C. Hence both scheme does not give similar result.

of Ref. [2] did not specify the units they are using. Therefore, we only guess the initial

conditions until we obtain similar behavior of both r(r∗) and ν(r∗). We choose R and ρ0

suitably (with 2GM fixed) such that the profile p(r∗) decrease monotonically as r∗ increases.

It turns out that this choice gives us r that is increasing monotonically as r∗ increases as
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the one shows in Ref. [2], so in principle, we can interchange r and r∗. If we replot all

functions in Fig. 6 as functions of r instead of r∗, we obtain Fig. 8. In Fig. 8, we show

the numerical calculation result by integrating the equations (A.9)-(A.10) from center to

surface. We compare it with the usual TOV equation in GR. We can notice that p becomes

very steep as r → 0 since r (as a function of r∗) drop really quick in that area. We also notice

that mc (mass near the center) is negative valued and quite large in magnitude. We suspect

that this negative mc may be why the compactness can be very close to the black hole

limit (2GM/R = 1). We suspect that this mc < 0 is the reason for such high compactness.

However, this value is indeed outside the range from our lower and upper bound (mc,min

and mc,max from Eq. (64) and Eq. (60)) which is −10−3M⊙
<∼ mc

<∼ −10−7M⊙. Therefore,

it seems that our analytical upper and lower bound estimation of mc < 0 may not be to

justify for constant energy density EOS.

To obtain such high compactness, we also observe that the system should have very large

density ρ0 and central pressure pc. In our units, we estimate that ρ0 ∼ 1012 MeV fm−3. This

is about nine orders of magnitude larger than the bag constants B that we used. Notice also

from Fig. 8 that pc ∼ 1016 MeV fm−3. Now we input ρ0 and pc around this estimation, but

with mc = 0, into our equations (20)-(31) and integrate them from r = αlp to r = R. The

result is shown in Fig. 9. Note here that r∗ is also monotonically increasing with respect to

r. We also have the compactness slightly above the Buchdahl limit (BL) 2GM/R = 8/9.

To verify our expectation that a very high uniform density and central pressure can give

us a star with compactness beyond BL, we calculate similar profiles as Fig. 9 with variations

of w, B, and pc. We show the results in Table I. In the top three rows, we vary w. In the

middle three rows, we vary pc. Moreover, in the top three rows, we vary B. We can see

that increasing w will increase the compactness. However, to obtain compactness over the

Buchdahl limit, we need to increase B to at least eight orders of magnitude and the pressure

to at least thirteen orders of magnitude. The entries with bold fonts are from Fig. 9. We

also compare them with the result from TOV GR and find the compactness quite close to

SCGrav. Of course, the results from TOV GR that violate the Buchdahl limit will have

p(r → 0) → ∞. Of course, the results from TOV GR that violate the Buchdahl limit will

have p(r → 0) → ∞, which is not correct for the semiclassical model since it should satisfy

r > lp > 0 condition. We verify this expectation by showing Table I.
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TABLE I: Here is the comparison of compactness with variations of w, B, and pc, with mc = 0 in

our semiclassical model (SCGrav) using constant density EOS.

lp(m) α pc(MeV fm−3
)

w B(MeV4
)

2GM/R(SCGrav) 2GM/R(TOV GR)

0.001 10 230 1/3 (145)4 0.531671 < BL 0.528683 < BL

0.001 10 230 1 (145)4 0.662569 < BL 0.658682 < BL

0.001 10 230 ∞ (145)4 0.754262 < BL 0.74993 < BL

0.001 10 230 × 1012 ∞ (145)4 × 109 0.888742 < BL 0.888769 < BL

0.001 10 230 × 1013 ∞ (145)4 × 109 0.888961 > BL 0.888902 > BL

0.001 10 230 ∗ 1014 ∞ (145)4 ∗ 109 0.890161 > BL 0.888916 > BL

0.001 10 230 ∗ 1014 ∞ (145)4 ∗ 108 0.889297 > BL 0.888892 > BL

0.001 10 230 ∗ 1014 ∞ (145)4 ∗ 107 0.889019 > BL 0.888889 = BL

0.001 10 230 ∗ 1014 ∞ (145)4 ∗ 106 0.88893 > BL 0.888889 = BL
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