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Abstract In this work, we construct stellar models ba-
sed on the complexity factor as a supplementary con-
dition which allows to close the system of differential
equations arising from the Gravitational Decoupling.
The assumed complexity is a generalization of the one
obtained from the well known Tolman IV solution. We
use Tolman IV, Wyman Ila, Durgapal IV and Heintz-
mann ITa as seeds solutions. Reported compactness pa-
rameters of SMC X-1 and Cen X-3 are used to study
the physical acceptability of the models. Some aspects
related to the density ratio are also discussed.

1 Introduction

For a long time, stellar models were considered to be
supported by Pascalian fluids (equal principal stresses);
approximation which resulted to be appropriate to de-
scribe a variety of circumstances. However, now is well—
known that for certain ranges of the density there are
some physical phenomena which might take place lead-
ing to local anisotropy in the configuration. (see Refs.
[1H16], for discussions on this point). Among all these
possibilities, we could mention: i) intense magnetic field
observed in compact objects such as white dwarfs, neu-
tron stars, or magnetized strange quark stars (see, for
example, Refs. [17H25]) and ii) viscosity (see [26-33]
and references therein). Besides, it has been recently
proven that the presence of dissipation, energy density
inhomogeneities and shear yield the isotropic pressure
condition becomes unstable [34]. Based on these points,
the renewed interest in the study of fluids not satisfying
the isotropic condition is clear and justifies our present
work on the construction of anisotropic models [35-39].
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The strategies to construct anisotropic solutions are
many but recently, the well known Gravitational De-
coupling (GD) [40] by the Minimal Geometric Defor-
mation approach (MGD) (for implementation in 3 + 1
and 2 + 1 dimensional spacetimes see [41H79]. For re-
cent developments see [80H87]) has been broadly imple-
mented to extend isotropic solutions to anisotropic do-
mains. In static and spherically symmetric spacetimes,
the are only three independent Einstein field equations
but five unknown, namely two metric functions, the
density energy and the radial and tangential pressures.
However, the GD demands the assumption of a seed so-
lution which allows to decrease the number of degrees
of freedom and, as a consequence, only one extra condi-
tion is required to close the system. In this sense, a key
point in the implementation of MGD is to provide such
an auxiliary condition which could be the mimic con-
straint for the pressure and the density, regularity con-
dition of the anisotropy function, barotropic equation
of state, among others. In this work we use the recently
introduced definition of complexity for self-gravitating
fluids [88] and, in particular, we propose a like-Tolman
IV complexity factor.

This work is organized as follows. The next section is
devoted to reviewing the main aspects of GD by MGD.
In section 3] we introduce the concept of complexity and
obtain an expression for the complexity factor in GD.
Then, in section [ we calculate and generalize the com-
plexity factor from the Tolman IV solution and imple-
ment this result with the aim to construct extension of
Tolman IV, Wyman ITa, Durgapal IV and Heintzmann
[Ta. Section [5|is devoted to interpreting and discussing
our results and some comments and final remarks are
given in the last section.
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2 Gravitational decoupling

In this section we introduce the GD by MGD (for more
details, see [40]). Let us start with the Einstein field
equations (EFE)

1 _
GHV = Rl“’ - §gHyR = 87TTH,,, (1)
with

T/u/ = T,if,) + ae;w 5 (2)

where Téi) represents the matter content of a known

solution EL namely the seed sector, and 6, describes
an extra source coupled through the parameter a. Note
that, since the Einstein tensor fulfills the Bianchi iden-
tities, the total energy—momentum tensor satisfies

vV, T =0. (3)

It is important to point out that, whenever V“T‘“’(S) =
0, the condition

V0" =0, (4)

is automatic and as a consequence, there is no exchange
of energy-momentum between the seed solution and the
extra source 8" so that the interaction is entirely grav-
itational.

In a static and spherically symmetric spacetime sourced

by
T4 = diag(p™), —p{*), —p{”, —p(”) ()

r o

0 = diag(6), 01, 63, 63), (6)
and a metric given by
ds® = e dt? — eMdr? — r2(6? + sin? 0d¢?), (7)
Eqgs. and lead to

11 (N1
f’:gw{rz” (‘2)} ®)

PT=8% [—:2+e—*(i+:2>], (9)
P, = %e** (21/” N+ Pia ; X) , (10)
where we have defined [

p=p" +ab] (11)
P, =p® —af} (12)
P = pgs) — a3 . (13)

n this work we shall use ¢ = G = 1.
2Note that the matter sector has dimensions of a length
squared in the units we are using

Is clear that given the non-linearity of Einstein’s equa-
tions, the decomposition does not lead to two set
of decoupled equations; one for each source involved.
Nevertheless, contrary to the broadly belief, such a de-
coupling is possible, to some extent, in the context of
MGD as we shall demonstrate in what follows.

Let us introduce a geometric deformation in the
metric functions given by

v — &+ag, (14)

e — e Htaf, (15)

where {f, g} are the so-called decoupling functions and
« is the same free parameter that “controls” the influ-
ence of ,,,, on T,Sf,) in Eq. 1) In this work we shall con-
centrate in the particular case g = 0 and f # 0. Now,
replacing and in the system , we are
able to split the complete set of differential equations
into two subsets: one describing a seed sector sourced

by the conserved energy-momentum tensor, Tﬁ)
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p; = —327Te (21/ +v W + 277“ ,
(18)

and the other set corresponding to quasi-Einstein field
equations sourced by 0,,,

1 r !
%= 5 ‘f‘f] (19)
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017877_ f<r+r2>:|7 (20)
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(21)

As we have seen, the components of 6, satisfy the con-
servation equation V05 = 0, namely
/
1Y o h0 1 2 2 1
'9,1 *5(90*91>*;(92*91>:O- (22)
In this work, we consider that the interior configu-
ration is surrounded by the Schwarzschild vacuum so
that, on the boundary surface X', we require

e’ L= <1 - 25}4) 2+, (23)
¢ SR (1 a QZTM) ’2— ’ (24)
Bn)| =P, =0, (25)




which corresponds to the continuity of the first and sec-
ond fundamental form across that surface of the star.

To conclude this section, we emphasize the impor-
tance of GD as a useful tool to find solutions of EFE.
As it is well known, in static and spherically symmet-
ric spacetimes sourced by anisotropic fluids, EFE re-
duce to three equations given by , @D and and
five unknowns, namely {v, A, p, P-, P;}. In this regard,
two auxiliary conditions must be specified, namely met-
ric conditions, equations of state, etc. Nevertheless, as
in the context of GD a seed solution must be given,
the number of degrees of freedom reduces from five to
four and, as a consequence, only one extra condition
is required. In general, this condition have been imple-
mented in the decoupling sector given by Egs. ,
and as some equation of state which leads to a dif-
ferential equation for the decoupling function f. In this
work, we take an alternative route to obtain the decou-
pling function; namely, the complexity factor that we
shall introduce in the next section as a supplementary
condition of the total solution.

3 Complexity of compact sources

Recently, a new definition of complexity for self-
gravitating fluid distributions has been introduced in
Ref. [88] which is based on the idea that the least com-
plex gravitational system is the one supported by a
homogeneous energy density distribution and isotropic
pressure. In this direction, there is a scalar associated
with the orthogonal splitting of the Riemann tensor [89)
in static and spherically symmetric space-times which
encodes the intuitive idea of complexity, namely

ir [T
Yrp = 87T — — / 3 ' dF, (26)
™ Jo

with IT = P, — P;. Also, it can be demonstrated that
in terms of Eq. the Tolman mass reads

r\° s [7° e(V+X2)/2 ~
mr = (mr)s () e [T, o)
B> r T

so that Yrr enclose the modifications on the active

gravitational mass produced by the energy density in-
homogeneity and the anisotropy of the pressure.

It is worth noticing that the vanishing complexity
condition (Yrrp = 0) can be satisfied not only in the
simplest case of isotropic and homogeneous system but
in all the cases where

=53 7 p'dF, (28)
0

which provides a non—local equation of state that can be
used as a complementary condition to close the system
of EFE (for a recent implementation, see [60], for ex-
ample). However, given that this condition could fail in
some cases in the construction of specific stellar models,
non—vanishing values of Yz must be supplied. An ex-
ample of how this can be achieved can be found in [60].

In this work we shall use the complexity factor as
a supplementary condition for the total sector so we

replace , in and use , @ and to

obtain
ag/ , @ . fl 5/2
Tf + 5 (f o + 2) f
—u /! 12 !¢t
+5- (E”—i+§2— ”25 ) + Yrp = 0(29)

Note that as far as the pair {&, 1} is specified (the seed
solution), Eq. becomes a differential equation for

the decoupling function f when a value of Yrg is spec-
ified.

4 Stellar models with like Tolman IV
complexity

In this work, we construct interior solutions based on
Tolman IV, Wyman ITa, Durgapal IV and Heintzmann
ITa as isotropic seeds in the framework of GD by us-
ing the complexity factor as supplementary condition.
At first sight, the vanishing complexity seems to be
straightforward but it can be demonstrated that such a
condition fails for the seeds under consideration in this
work. As an alternative, we generalize the complexity
factor of the well-known Tolman IV solution.

As it is well-known, Tolman IV reads [90]
e’ = B2 (1 + :;) (30)
0

(G ) o
C3(A3 +2r?)

3AY + AZ(3C2 4 Tr?) + 2r3(C? + 3r?)

P= 8§rCZ(AZ + 2r2)?2
Cg — A3 — 3r?

B 8rCZ (A2 + 2r2)’

(32)

p (33)
where Ay and Cj are constants with dimension of a
length and By is a dimensionless constant. Now, re-

placing , , and in (26) we arrive at

B r2(A2 +2C3)

Yrrp= —4—+F—-—7% 4
TF C2(AZ ¥ 2r2)2 (34)



which has dimensions of the inverse of a length squared.
Note that Eq. can be easily generalized to

a1r2

where a; and ag are arbitrary dimensionless constants
and ao must be a constant with dimension of a length
squared. It should be emphasized that reason for intro-
ducing the set {a1,as,as} is nothing but to generalize
the complexity factor . In what follows we shall con-
sider Eq. as the condition to close the system and
generate anisotropic models from isotropic seeds.

Yrrp = (35)

4.1 Model 1: like—Tolman IV solution

Replacing and in and using we arrive

at
f=(45+1r7) {01 +1< @
0 a\ as((r)
A2 4202
_% ., (36)
2CF(A§ + 2r?)

where ¢; is an integration constant with dimensions of
the inverse of a length squared and ((r) is an auxil-
iary function with dimensions of a length squared (see
Appendix, section .

It can be shown that to ensure regularity in the
matter sector the constant ¢; must satisfy
- 720,1/1%03 + agagAg + 2(120,3C3
N 20aza3 ARCE '
Replacing in and using we find
oA (A3 +1?) (2a1C + as((r) (20c1C3 — 1))

- 20 C2C(r) - (38)

Now, from , @7 we arrive at
-
8ray A3 (r)?

C1 (37)

p= a1 4§ (3az + azr?)
+a1 Agr? (5az + 3asr®) — 3az((r)?| (39)

B — 3ax((r) — a1 A3(AZ + 3r?)

3 40

8ras AZ((r) (40)

5 3a2((r)? — ara2A§ — a1 A3r? (5az + 3asr?) (41)
t 8ras AZ((r)? ’

Finally, the continuity of the first and the second
fundamental form leads to

3a2((R)
= —_—————---- 42
T A2(AZ 1 3R2) (42)
A2 R-3M
F A T (43)
B:=1- 3M (44)

R

Note that the free parameters are {R, M,as,a3} (see
Appendix |8 where ag appears explicitly). It is worth
mentioning that from and is clear that com-
pactness satisfies M/R < 1/3, which corresponds to
a more stringent condition when compared to the the
Buchdah!’s limit (M/R < 4/9) for isotropic solutions.
More precisely, the solutions allowed with this model
should be less compact given that the interval 1/3 <
M/R < 4/9 is forbidden.

As we shall see later, the strategy to explore the
feasibility of our solution will be to specify the com-
pactness parameter associated with SMC X-1 and Cen
X-3 in order to set suitable values for as and as (see
section |5 for details)

4.2 Model 2: like-Wyman Ila solution

In this case we consider the Wyman ITa metric [95.96]
with n = 2 as a seed solution which reads

ef) = (A — Br?)? (45)
e M) =14 Cr?(A — 3Br?)72/3, (46)

where A is a dimensionless constant and B and C are
constants with dimensions of the inverse of a length
squared. It is worth mentioning that all the results
below will be written in terms of auxiliary functions
{¢,x, 01,P1, P2} which are defined in Appendix, sec-
tion 8

Following the same procedure that in the previous
section we obtain

f o 7'2 ay (CL?,A + ClQB) _ 2a3C’
 2aa3 as B((r) (A—3Br2)2/3
a
— 4
L) )

from where
oA 1 azr? (a1asA + a2 B (ay + 243))
2a3 as B((r)
2aa% }
—ayx(r)|, (48
C(T) 1X( ) ( )
From [§] [9] and [10] the matter sector reads
a1 [x(r)  asoi(r)
167a3 | r? asB((r)?
P azr?Pi(r) — ajasB (5Br2 - A) ¢(r)x(r)
167aza?Br? (Br? — A)((r)
- azPa(r) — dayas B2((r)%x(r)

B = A 6rasa2B (Br2 = A)C(r)? (51)

p~:




Continuity of the first and the second fundamental
form leads to

8aa3B2R? (A — 5BR?) ™" ((R)

7 [asR%(asA + a2B) — as BS(R)X(R))] 52
B B?(5M — 2R)?R*
A2 _ e (53)
M2
B2 — IR (54)

As in the previous case, the free parameters are
{R, M, as,a3}. Note that, as {(, 01,P2} have dimen-
sions of a length squared and {x,P:} are dimension-
less (see Appendix , all the expressions above are
dimensionally correct. It is worth noticing that form
, R > 2M which is in accordance with the restric-
tion that any stable configuration should be greater
than its Schwarzschild radius. Furthermore, leads
to M/R # 2/5 or the metric becomes degenerated,
namely gy = 0, Vr.

4.3 Model 3: like-Durgapal IV solution

In this case we consider the Durgapal IV metric [95/97]
as a seed solution, which reads

et = A(Cr* +1)* (55)
. 7 —10Cr2% — C?rt
o 7(0r2 +1)2
Cr?
+ (Cr2 +1)2(1 + 5Cr2)2/5 (56)

where A is a dimensionless constants and C' is a con-
stant with dimensions of the inverse of a length squared.
In what follows, we shall use the auxiliary functions

{Ca 1, 617 647 ﬁ5a ﬁSa Blla 02, P3 ) P4} defined in the Ap_
pendix, section

In this case,

B r? 3 0 2(axC —a3)?
U T T NISE {7“1 ( — O
+2C?(2a,C — 3a3)>
+8a3C? <C’r2 +10 — 732/5”
(5Cr2 +1)
- 2
_30,1(@3 G’QC) X(T) (57)

daai By (r)? ’
and the radial metric reads

_x _ azni(r) — 6a1a:C(az — asC)2¢(r)x(r)
= Sa2alC (1L (r) -

From , @D, we obtain

_ 1 ,
p= 647TG2G§C7“251(T)3§(r)2 {a?ﬂ" 02(r)

—6a1a2CB4(r)(as — agC)QC(r)2x(r)} (59)

= Ps(r)
Pr= 64mazaiCr2 B (r)3¢(r) (60)
B, = Pa(r) (61)

b 32magalCB(r)3C(r)?’
and the matching conditions lead to

8aya3C2R? (6 — CR?B5(R)) ((R)ps(R) ™

“= lasR?B11(R) + 6a2C(as — a2C)2((R)x(R)]’ (62)
2M
A= R (63)
<4R%M + 1)
. M
= Bar—om (64)

Note that, as {¢, 11, 02, P3} have dimensions of a length
squared and {f1, B4, B5, Bs, 811} are dimensionless (see
Appendix , all the expressions above have the cor-
rect dimensions. In this case, it is clear that from Egs.
(63) and (64), the solution must satisfy M/R < 4/9,
which corresponds to the Buchdahl’s limit for isotropic
solutions.

4.4 Model 4: like-Heintzmann I1a

In this section we consider the Heintzmann Ila solution
[95,98] which metric components are

et = A*(1+ Br?)? (65)
2 2\—1/2
e‘”:l—gBr 14 (1+4Br?) (66)
2 1+ Br?

where A is a dimensionless constant and B is a constant
with dimensions of the inverse of a length squared. In
this section we shall use the list of auxiliary functions

{Cv M2,71,73,76, V7579, 03, PS 7P6} defined in the Ap-
pendix, section [§].

In this case we have
2 9B2C
S +3B2
6aBv1(r) | vV/4Br2 +1
2a1 (2a§B2 + asasByo(r) + a%)

f

aza3((r)
2 —asB
— al(a'33 a2 )X(T) (67)
3azay(r)
from where, the radial metric results
e = aznz(r) + 2a1a2 B(azs B — a3)((r)x(r) (68)

3aza3Byi(r)¢(r)



From , @ and we arrive at
_ 2a1a2By3(r)(asB — a3)¢(r)*x(r) + £L3’I”2Q3(T’)/

P 24masal Br2vy (r)2¢(r)? (69)
5 Ps(r)
P =
" 247ra2agBT2'yl(r)2C(r) (70)
= Ps(r)
P, = 1
t 24masal By (r)2¢(r)? (71)
Finally, matching conditions lead to
- 3aza3 B* R*y7(R)¢(R)ys(R) "
a; = — ) (72)
asR%v9(R) — 2a2B(a2B — a3)((R)x(R)
7M — 3R)?
A2 P (
2TR(R — 2M)? (73)
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R e — 4
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Note that, as in all the previous cases the free pa-

rameters are { R, M, aq, az}. Note that, as {¢, 72, 03, Ps, Ps }
have dimensions of a length squared and {~1, y3,v6, V7,70 }

are dimensionless (see Appendix , all the expressions
above are dimensionally correct. It should be empha-
sized that, M/R < 3/7 < 4/9 which corresponds to
less compact solutions than the allowed by the Buch-
dahl’s limit.

5 Discussion

In this section we analyze the results obtained previ-
ously in order to verify the physical acceptability of the
models . To this end, we shall use the compactness
parameters given in Table [l and set suitable values of
as and as in order to discuss to what extend our so-
lutions are suitable to describe the SMC X-1 and Cen
X-3 systems.

5.1 Metrics

In figures[l] and [2] we show the metric functions for the
compactness parameter indicated in the legend. Note
that on one hand e” is a monotonously increasing func-
tion with €”(©) = constant. On the other hand e is
monotonously decreasing with e *® = 1, as expected.

5.2 Matter sector

In figures and [5| we show the profile of g, P, and
]5t as a function of the radial coordinates for the val-
ues of the parameters in the legend. Note that all the
quantities fulfill the physical requirements for all the
parameters involved, namely p, P, and P, are finite at
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the center and decrease monotonously toward the sur-
face. Besides, P;(0) = P.(0) and Pi(r) > P,(r) for all
r > 0 as expected (see Fig. [6])

5.3 Energy conditions and causality

A suitable stellar model must satisfies the dominant
energy condition (DEC) in order to avoid violation of
causality. The DEC requires

o]

ﬁ* ’I”ZO (75)
p—P > 0.

t

o

In Figs.[7] and [§]it can be seen that all the solutions
satisfy DEC for all the parameters involved.



Compact start M/Mg R(km) w=M/R p(0)/p(R) Z(R)
SMC X-1 \ 1.04 8.301 0.19803 1.4659 \\ 0.286776
Cen X-3 \ 1.49 10.8 0.2035 1.915 \ 0.298592
Table 1 Physical parameters for the compact starts SMC X-1 and Cen X-3.
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Fig. 3 p as a function of r for Model 1: (a) u = 0.19803, (b)
u = 0.2035, Model 2: (¢) u = 0.19803, (d) u = 0.2035, Model
3: (e) u = 0.19803, (f) u = 0.2035, Model 4: (g) u = 0.19803,
(h) u = 0.2035.

In figures [9] and [I0] we show that the radial and tan-
gential sound velocities are less than unity, as required
(we are assuming ¢ = 1).

5.4 Redshift and density ratio
In the previous section we have demonstrated that,

based on the compactness parameter of both SMC X-1
and Cen X-3 in Table[T] the four models satisfy the ba-

Fig. 4 P.(r) as a function of r for Model 1: (a) u = 0.19803,
(b) u = 0.2035, Model 2: (c¢) u = 0.19803, (d) u = 0.2035,
Model 3: (e) u = 0.19803, (f) u = 0.2035, Model 4: (g) u =
0.19803, (h) u = 0.2035.

sic physical requirements to be considered as suitable
interior configurations. Now, with the aim to to explore
which model is more adequate to describe the compact
objects under consideration, in this section we go a step
further and study the redshift Z = e=/2 — 1 and the
density ratio p(0)/p(R) to each model and compare our
results with the values in Table [1l

In figure we show the redshift Z as a function
of the radial coordinate. Note that Z decreases out-
ward and its value at the surface is less than the uni-
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Fig. 5 P;(r) as a function of  for Model 1: (a) u = 0.19803,
(b) u = 0.2035, Model 2: (c) u = 0.19803, (d) u = 0.2035,
Model 3: (e) u = 0.19803, (f) u = 0.2035, Model 4: (g) u =
0.19803, (h) u = 0.2035.

versal bound for solutions satisfying the DEC, namely
Zvound = 5.211.

The values of the density ratio for SMC X-1 re-
ported in is p(0)/p(R) ~ 1.4659. Now, from Table
we appreciate that Models 3 and 4 fit accurately to
SMC X-1. Similarly, 5(0)/p(R) =~ 1.915 for Cen X-3
as appears in so that Models 2, 3 and 4 are good
candidates to describe this compact objects.

In summary, Models 3 and 4 might be considered as
suitable solutions describing SMC X-1 while models 2,
3 and 4 are the solutions for Cen X-3.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we extended four isotropic models to aniso-
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Fig. 6 P;(r) — P,(r) as a function of r for Model 1: (a) u =
0.19803, (b) u = 0.2035, Model 2: (c) u = 0.19803, (d) u =
0.2035, Model 3: (e) u = 0.19803, (f) u = 0.2035, Model 4:
(g) u = 0.19803, (h) u = 0.2035.

tropic domains by Gravitational Decoupling. As a sup-
plementary condition, we used a complexity factor which
corresponds to a generalization of the obtained from the
well-known Tolman IV solution. We verify the basic
physical acceptability conditions; namely: i) the metric
functions are regular at the origin. Furthermore g4 (0) =
constant and ¢""(0) = 1, ii) both the density energy
and pressures are regular at the origin and decrease
monotonously outward, iii) the solutions satisfy the dom-
inant energy condition. All of these conditions were
tested after imposing the compactness parameters of
both SMC X-1 and Cen X-3 systems. It is worth men-
tioning that, although all the solutions are well be-
haved, only some of them can be considered as suit-
able models for the compact objects under considera-
tion based on the density ratio. More precisely, Models
3 and 4 are more appropriated to describe SMC X-1



Model

p(0)/p(R)

Model 1 (a2 = 0.53, ag = 0.57)

Model 2 (a2 = 2.7, ag = 1.6)
Model 3 (a2 = 0.8, azg = 0.2)
Model 4 (a2 = 1.1, ag = 0.39)

2.62443
1.84825
1.43124
1.53133

Table 2 Estimated values of the density ratio for SMC X-1 (u = 0.19803).

Table 3 Estimated values of the density ratio for Cen X-3 (u = 0.2035).

Model

p(0)/p(R)

Model 1 (a2 = 0.53, ag = 0.57)

Model 2 (a2 = 0.3, a3 = 0.2)
Model 3 (a2 = 0.31, ag = 0.2)
Model 4 (a2 = 0.8, ag = 0.5)

2.49405
1.97267
1.92661
1.92086
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0.2035, Model 4: (g) u = 0.19803, (h) u = 0.2035.
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Fig. 8 j(r) — Pi(r) as a function of r for Model 1: (a) u =
0.19803, (b) u = 0.2035, Model 2: (c) u = 0.19803, (d) u =
0.2035, Model 3: (e) u = 0.19803, (f) u = 0.2035, Model 4:
(g) u = 0.19803, (h) u = 0.2035.
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Fig. 9 Sound velocities as a function of r for compactness
factor u = 0.19803: (a) Radial velocity v, and (b) Tangential
velocity v¢. Models 1, 2, 3 and 4 are identified with blue,
black, red and green line respectively.
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Fig. 10 Sound velocities as a function of r for compactness
factor w = 0.2035: (a) Radial velocity v, and (b) Tangential
ve. Models 1, 2, 3 and 4 are identified with blue, black, red
and green line respectively.
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Fig. 11 Z for Model 1 (a) Model 2 (b) Model 3 (¢) and
Model 4 (d)

while Models 2, 3 and 4 can be used for Cen X-3.

It should be interesting to explore the response of
the system against perturbation. However, this and other
points are under active consideration to future works.
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8 Appendix: Auxiliary functions

¢ =as + azr?

=1In (1 + %7"2)
a2

Ps = 15a2a3B%¢(r)* + 10a1a2B*(as B — a3){(r)*x(r)

+ayaz | — 10a3 B*r? + 5a3a3 B*r?yg(r) — 5a3 Br!

1)-1)

+aza3 (Br2 (—9B2r4 +Br? -1

Si = 6a5C3B4(r) + 3a3azC? (3CT2Bs(r) + 4)
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Bio=Cr*+6
B11 = —6a3C° — 3a3a3C? By + 2a3
P, = ayB? (5alr2 + 8az((r)) — a1 AB (ag — 5a3r2) +aa2C (07”2510 —6),
—ajasA?
Py = 4ajas ABr? (2&2 + a3r2)
=Br’4+1 4 =Br’-2 ~3=Br’-1
roall <4a27“2 (a1 + 4a3) + agr (a1 + 8a) Y =5—3Br2 45 =Bri+9 5=TBr’+1
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+8a§a3) — a1a2a3A2.
Ps = 6a1a2CPs(r)(as — a20>2C(T)X(T)
+8a2alCHC(r) + asfs(r) [  GayadCir?

+a§a30 (—3a10r2ﬂ9(r) - 8a§) 1.

+a2a§C’T2 (a1 (C’r2610(7“) - 6) - 8a§) 9
3.
+2a1a§r2} ,
4.
Py = —18a1a2C%(az — a2C)?¢(r)?x(r)
+24a2a3C°x(r)? + 6a3a3C%r* (Cr?B7(r) + 3) >
. 6.
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—6a3Cr ] N
10.
Ps = asr? {al'yg(r) (Za%B2 + agaz By (r) + a%)
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13.
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Yo = 2a§B2 + asazBys + a%.

References

R. Chan, L. Herrera and N. O. Santos, Mon. Not. R.
Astr. Soc. 265, 533 (1993).

. L. Herrera and N. O. Santos, Phys. Rep. 286, 53 (1997).

L. Herrera, J. Martin and J. Ospino, J. Math. Phys. 43,
4889 (2002).

L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco, J. Martin, J. Ospino, N. O.
Santos and O. Troconis, Phys. Rev. D 69, 084026 (2004).
L. Herrera, J. Ospino, A. Di Prisco, E. Fuenmayor and
O. Troconis, Phys. Rev. D 79 064025 (2009).

L. Herrera, J. Ospino and A. Di Prisco, Phys. Rev. D 77,
027502 (2008).

L. Herrera, N. O. Santos and A. Wang, Phys. Rev. D 78,
084026 (2008).

P. H. Nguyen and J. F. Pedraza, Phys. Rev. D 88, 064020
(2013).

P. H. Nguyen and M. Lingam, Monh. Not. R. Astron.
Soc. 436, 2014 (2013).

J. Krisch and E. N. Glass, J. Math. Phys. 54, 082501
(2013).

R. Sharma and B. Ratanpal, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 22,
1350074 (2013).

E. N. Glass, Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 45, 2661 (2013).

K. P. Reddy, M. Govender and S. D. Maharaj, Gen. Rel-
ativ. Gravit. 47, 35 (2015).



12

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31.
32.

33.
34.
35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.
42.

43.

44.

H. Herndndez, D. Suarez—Urango and L. A. Nunez, Eur.
Phys. J. C 81, 241 (2021)

D. Suédrez—Urango, L. A. Nufiez and H. Herndndez.
arXiv:2102.00496

D. Suérez—Urango, J. Ospino, H. Herndndez and L. A.
Ninez, arXiv:2104.08923\

J. C. Kemp, J. B. Swedlund, J. D. Landstreet and J. R.
P. Angel, Astrophys. J. 161, L77 (1970).

G. D. Schmidt and P. S. Schmidt, Astrophys. J. 448, 305
(1995).

A. Putney, Astrophys. J. 451, L67 (1995).

D. Reimers, S. Jordan, D. Koester, N. Bade, Th. Kohler
and L. Wisotzki, Astron. Astrophys. 311, 572 (1996).
A. P. Martinez, R. G. Felipe and D. M. Paret, Int. J.
Mod. Phys. D 19, 1511 (2010).

M. Chaichian, S. S. Masood, C. Montonen, A. Perez
Martinez and H. Perez Rojas, Phys. Rev. Lett 84, 5261
(2000).

A. Perez Martinez, H. Perez Rojas and H. J. Mosquera
Cuesta, Eur. Phys. J. C' 29, 111 (2003).

A. Perez Martinez, H. Perez Rojas and H. J. Mosquera
Cuesta, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 17, 2107 (2008).

E. J. Ferrer, V. de la Incera, J. P. Keith, I. Portillo and
P. L. Springsteen, Phys. Rev. C. 82, 065802 (2010).

N. Andersson, G. Comer and K. Glampedakis, Nucl.
Phys. A 763, 212 (2005).

B. Sa’d, I. Shovkovy and D. Rischke, Phys. Rev. D 75,
125004 (2007).

M. Alford and A. Schmitt, AIP Conf. Proc. 964, 256
(2007).

D. Blaschke and J. Berdermann, arXiv: 0710.5243.

A. Drago, A. Lavagno and G. Pagliara, Phys. Rev. D 71,
103004 (2005).

P. B. Jones, Phys. Rev. D 64, 084003 (2001).

E. N. E. van Dalen and A. E. L. Dieperink, Phys. Rev.
C 69, 025802 (2004).

H. Dong, N. Su and O. Wang, J. Phys. G 34, S643 (2007).
L. Herrera, Phys. Rev. D 101, 104024 (2020).

I. Lopes, G. Panotopoulos and A. Rincén, Eur. Phys. J.
Plus 134 (2019) no.9, 454 doi:10.1140/epjp/i2019-12842-
4 |arXiv:1907.03549| [gr-qc]].

G. Panotopoulos, A. Rincén and 1. Lopes, Eur. Phys. J. C
80 (2020) no.4, 318 doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7900-3
larXiv:2004.02627 [gr-qc]].

P. Bhar, F. Tello-Ortiz, A. Rincén and Y. Gomez-
Leyton, Astrophys. Space Sci. 365 (2020) no.8, 145
doi:10.1007/s10509-020-03859-6

F. Tello-Ortiz, M. Malaver, A. Rincén and Y. Gomez-

Leyton, Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) no.5, 371
doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7956-0  |arXiv:2005.11038
[gr-qc]].

F. Tello-Ortiz, A. Rincén, P. Bhar and Y. Gomez-Leyton,
Chin. Phys. C 44 (2020), 105102 doi:10.1088/1674-
1137 /ababf7 |arXiv:2006.04512] [gr-qc]].

J. Ovalle. Phys. Rev. D 95, 104019 (2017).

J. Ovalle, L. A. Gergely and R. Casadio, Class. Quant.
Grav. 32 (2015), 045015.

R. Casadio, J. Ovalle and R. da Rocha, Class. Quant.
Grav. 32 (2015) no.21, 215020

J.  Ovalle, R. Casadio and A. Sotomayor,
Adv. High Energy Phys. 2017 (2017), 9756914
doi:10.1155/2017/9756914  |arXiv:1612.07926| [gr-qc]].

LaTeX (EU)
J. Ovalle, R. Casadio, R. da Rocha, A. Sotomayor. Eur.
Phys. J. C 78, 122 (2018).

45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

55.
56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.
65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

7.

J. Ovalle, R. Casadio, R. da Rocha, A. Sotomayor and Z.
Stuchlik, EPL 124, 20004 (2018).

M. Estrada, F. Tello-Ortiz. Eur. Phys. J. Plus 133, 453
(2018) .

J. Ovalle, R. Casadio, R. da Rocha, A. Sotomayor, Z.
Stuchlik, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 960 (2018).

C. Las Heras, P. Leon. Fortschr. Phys. 66, 1800036
(2018).

G. Panotopoulos, A. Rincén, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 851
(2018)

J. Ovalle, C. Posada, Z. Stuchlik, Class. Quant. Grav.
36, no. 20, 205010 (2019).

J. Ovalle, Phys. Lett. B 788, 213 (2019).

M. Estrada, R. Prado, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 134, 168 (2019).
S. Maurya, F. Tello, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 85 (2019).

C. Las Heras, P. Leén, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, no. 12, 990
(2019).

M. Estrada, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, no. 11, 918 (2019).

L. Gabbanelli, J. Ovalle, A. Sotomayor, Z. Stuchlik, R.
Casadio, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 486 (2019).

S. Hensh and Z. Stuchlik, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, no. 10, 834
(2019).

F. Linares and E. Contreras, Phys. Dark Univ. 28, 100543
(2020)

P. Leén and A. Sotomayor, Fortsch. Phys. 67, 1900077
(2019).

R. Casadio, E. Contreras, J. Ovalle, A. Sotomayor, and
Z. Stuchlick, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 826 (2019).

S. Maurya, and F. Tello-Ortiz, Physics of the Dark Uni-
verse, 27, 100442 (2020).

A. Arias, F. Tello-Ortiz and E. Contreras, Eur. Phys. J.
C 80, 463 (2020).

G. Abellan, V. Torres-Srichez, E. Fuenmayor, and E. Con-
treras, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 177 (2020).

F. Tello-Ortiz, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 413 (2020).

A. Rincén, E. Contreras, F. Tello-Ortiz, P. Bargueno, and
G. Abelldn, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 490 (2020)

J. Ovalle and R. Casadio, Beyond Einstein Gravity.
The Minimal Geometric Deformation Approach in the
Brane-World, Springer International Publishing (2020).
DOI:10.1007/978-3-030-39493-6.

G. Abelldan, A. Rincén, E. Fuenmayor and E. Con-
treras, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 135 (2020) no.7, 606
doi:10.1140/epjp/s13360-020-00589-0

J. Ovalle, R. Casadio, E. Contreras and A. Sotomayor,
Phys. Dark Univ. 31 (2021), 100744

E. Contreras, J. Ovalle and R. Casadio, Phys. Rev. D
103, 044020 (2021).

C. L. Heras and P. Leon, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 136, 828
(2021).

J Ovalle, E Contreras, Z Stuchlik, Physical Review D
103, 084016 (2021).

F. Tello, S. Maurya and P. Bargueno, Eur. Phys. J. C
81, 426 (2021).

P. Meert and R. da Rocha, Nucl. Phys. B 967,
115420 (2021) doi:10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2021.115420
|arXiv:2006.02564 [gr-qc]].

R. da Rocha, Phys. Rev. D 102, no.2, 024011 (2020)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.102.024011 larXiv:2003.12852
[hep-th]].

R. da Rocha, Symmetry 12, no.4, 508 (2020)
doi:10.3390/sym12040508 |arXiv:2002.10972 [hep-th]].
M. Sharif and Q. Ama-Tul-Mughani, Annals Phys.
415, 168122 (2020) doi:10.1016/j.a0p.2020.168122
|arXiv:2004.07925| [gr-qc]].

M. Sharif and A. Majid, Astrophys. Space Sci. 365, no.2,
42 (2020) doi:10.1007/s10509-020-03754-0


http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.00496
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.08923
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.03549
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.02627
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.11038
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.04512
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.07926
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.02564
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.12852
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.10972
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.07925

13

78.

79.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.
101.
102.

103.

104.

105.

M. Sharif and Q. Ama-Tul-Mughani, Mod.
Phys. Lett. A 35, no.12, 2050091 (2020)
doi:10.1142/S0217732320500911

M. Estrada, |arXiv:2106.02166

. M. Zubair, M. Amin and H. Azmat, Phys. Scripta 96

(2021) no.12, 125008 doi:10.1088/1402-4896 /ac237d

H. Azmat and M. Zubair, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 136
(2021) no.1, 112 doi:10.1140/epjp/s13360-021-01081-z
larXiv:2106.08384 [gr-qc]].

Q. Muneer, M. Zubair and M. Rahseed, Phys. Scripta 96
(2021) no.12, 125015 doi:10.1088,/1402-4896/ac1216

M. Zubair and H. Azmat, Annals Phys. 420 (2020),
168248 do0i:10.1016/j.a0p.2020.168248

S. K. Maurya, A. S. A. Kindi, M. R. A. Hatmi
and R. Nag, Results Phys. 29 (2021), 104674
doi:10.1016/j.rinp.2021.104674

P. Meert and R. da Rocha, [arXiv:2109.06289 [hep-th]].
J.  Sultana, Symmetry 13 (2021) no.9, 1598
doi:10.3390/sym13091598

S. K. Maurya, A. Pradhan, F. Tello-Ortiz, A. Baner-
jee and R. Nag, Eur. Phys. J. C 81 (2021) no.9, 848
doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09628-1

. L. Herrera, Phys. Rev. D 97, 044010 (2018).
. A Garcia - Parrado Gomez Lobo arXiv:0707.1475v2.
. R. C. Tolman,” Static solutions of Einstein’s field equa-

tions for spheres of fluid.” Physical Review 55.4: 364
(1939).

. M. L. Rawls, et al. "Refined neutron star mass deter-

minations for six eclipsing x-ray pulsar binaries.” The
Astrophysical Journal 730.1: 25 (2011).

V. A. Torres and E. Contreras, ”Anisotropic neutron
stars by gravitational decoupling.” The European Phys-
ical Journal C 79.10: 1-8 (2019).

S. K. Maurya, A. Banerjee and Y. K. Gupta. ”Exact
solution of anisotropic compact stars via mass function.”
Astrophysics and Space Science 363.10: 1-9 (2018).

A. K. Prasad, et al. "Relativistic model for anisotropic
compact stars using Karmarkar condition.” Astrophysics
and Space Science 364.4: 1-12 (2019).

M. S. R. Delgaty and K. Lake. ” Physical acceptability of
isolated, static, spherically symmetric, perfect fluid solu-
tions of Einstein’s equations.” Computer Physics Com-
munications 115.2-3: 395-415 (1998).

M. Wyman, ”Radially symmetric distributions of mat-
ter.” Physical Review 75.12: 1930 (1949).

M. C. Durgapal, ”A class of new exact solutions in gen-
eral relativity.” Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and
General 15.8: 2637 (1982).

H. Heintzmann, ”New exact static solutions of Einsteins
field equations.” Zeitschrift fiir Physik 228.4: 489-493
(1969).

M. Spivak, Calculus 2 Edic. Reverte, 1995.

S. Saitoh, ”Division by zero calculus.” (2017).

S. M. Carroll, Spacetime and geometry. Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2019.

B. V. Ivanov, ” Analytical study of anisotropic compact
star models.” The European Physical Journal C 77.11:
1-12 (2017).

T. Gangopadhyay, et al. ” Strange star equation of state
fits the refined mass measurement of 12 pulsars and pre-
dicts their radii.” Monthly Notices of the Royal Astro-
nomical Society 431.4: 3216-3221 (2013).

D. M. Pandya, et al. ”Anisotropic compact star
model satisfying Karmarkar conditions.” Astrophysics
and Space Science 365.2 (2020): 1-10.

S. Maurya ,”Extended gravitational decoupling (GD)
solution for charged compact star model.” European
Physical Journal C 80.5 (2020): 1-16.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.02166
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.08384
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.06289
http://arxiv.org/abs/0707.1475

	1 Introduction
	2 Gravitational decoupling
	3 Complexity of compact sources
	4 Stellar models with like Tolman IV complexity
	5 Discussion
	6 Conclusions
	7 Acknowledgements
	8 Appendix: Auxiliary functions

