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We explore semiclassical stellar collapse scenarios with pressure within the frame-

work of effective loop quantum gravity. The objective of this work is to generalize

existent models of semiclassical dust collapse and examine the role of pressure in the

formation of shell-crossing singularities in a semiclassical context. Numerical investi-

gations show that the shell-focusing singularity characterizing the end state of any

classical stellar collapse is here resolved by quantum gravitational effects and replaced

by a bounce of the star. However, they also show that shell-crossing singularities

remain a general feature of these models and that the inclusion of pressure does not

alter the qualitative picture emerging from semiclassical models of inhomogeneous

dust collapse. Given the absence of a shell-focusing singularity and the possibility

of extending spacetime in the future of the trapped region formed by gravitational

collapse, the investigation of the causal structure of the spacetime describing the

semiclassical collapse of a star is inevitably tied to a better understanding of the

physics of these shell-crossing singularities.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the classical theory, the gravitational collapse of a spherically symmetric star generally
results in the formation of a black hole. The collapse continues in the interior of the black hole
until the entire star is collapsed, or focused, into a singular event of zero physical radius with
infinite density. This signals a complete breakdown and loss of predictivity of the classical
theory in the interior of a black hole. It is a common belief that quantum gravitational
effects would alter this picture and prevent the formation of the singularity.

Loop quantum gravity (LQG) is mature enough to address this problem in a semiclassical
setting, where leading quantum corrections to Einstein field equations are considered to
obtain an effective model of spacetime. This semiclassical approach originated from loop
quantum cosmology (LQC) [1], where the symmetries of spacetime are imposed at the
classical level and then this classical symmetry-reduced theory is quantized using the LQG
algebra of holonomies of the connection and areas. It is then possible to show that the
semiclassical limit of this quantum theory describes an effective spacetime model whose
dynamics is given by an effective Hamiltonian. Furthermore, at least in the cosmological
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setting, the resulting effective equations provide a surprisingly accurate approximation to
leading quantum corrections even in deep quantum regions [2–4]. The same techniques
have been then applied to spherically symmetric black hole spacetimes [5], starting from
the vacuum solution. It is only in recent years (with some notable exceptions [6, 7]) that
effective equations of motion have been used to study stellar collapse.

Without a complete fundamental theory, effective equations are not unique, and different
choices can be made at the effective level. A choice of effective equations that is widely
used in loop quantum cosmology and effective black hole spacetimes goes under the name
of µ̄-K-scheme (see e.g. [8–11]). We will also adopt this choice. It is however interesting to
point out that covariant effective schemes were recently found in [12–15]. The relationship
between all these schemes is still unclear.

Given its relative simplicity, the Oppenheimer-Snyder (OS) model has been the first
spherically symmetric stellar collapse model that was studied using these techniques [16–21].
As expected, the classical dynamics ending in a singularity is replaced by a non-singular
dynamics in which the star collapses, reaches a minimum radius where its energy density
becomes Planckian, and then it “bounces” and starts to expand. There is still some
disagreement about what happens at the boundary of the star at the moment of the bounce,
as the dust field (not its physical energy density, which in OS is discontinuous from the
start) develops a discontinuity there [22]. However, as the curvature and the metric remain
completely regular in that point [19], we believe nothing peculiar, besides the bounce, happens
there.

A more realistic stellar collapse scenario is given by an inhomogeneous dust collapse,
also known as the Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi (LTB) model. In the classical theory, a new
general feature of stellar collapse is associated with this model. It introduces a new type
of singularity where the local energy density diverges because two spherical matter shells
try to cross each other due to the collapse dynamics. To distinguish these singularities
from the ones discussed before, it is customary to call the former shell-crossing singularities
(SCS) and the latter shell-focusing singularities (SFS). Spacetime singularities are generally
divided into strong and weak singularities depending on their properties [23–25]. A strong
singularity is a singular region of spacetime where curvature diverges and any infalling object
is necessarily crushed by tidal forces. A weak singularity is a singular region of spacetime
where curvature may or may not diverge, but infalling objects are able to continue their
trajectory unharmed beyond the singularity. While shell-focusing singularities are strong
singularities, shell-crossing singularities are weak. Namely, spacetime can be continued past a
shell-crossing singularity and so the latter poses no harm to the predictivity of the theory [26].

This notwithstanding, shell-crossing singularities still imply a divergence in the energy
density of the star and the curvature of spacetime. It is a widespread belief that either the
inclusion of pressure (with a proper equation of state), the inclusion of quantum gravitational
corrections, or the conjunction of the two, would resolve these singularities as well. One
possibility is that shell-crossing singularities would turn into non-singular acoustic waves [27].
If this is the case, it would be reasonable to assume that the somewhat singular dynamics in
the future of the shell-crossing singularities, which can be found by looking for weak solutions
to the equations of motion as done in [28], gives a qualitatively accurate description of the
non-singular dynamics of these acoustic waves.

In the classical theory, stellar collapse scenarios with pressure have been considered in [29].
There it was shown that even with the inclusion of pressure, in the form of a perfect fluid
with pressure being a function of only energy density, shell-crossing singularities remain a
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general feature of stellar collapse. This result seems to suggest that pressure alone is not
enough to resolve shell-crossing singularities. An argument could however be made that
the usual equation of state for perfect fluids where pressure is only a function of the energy
density might not be the most reasonable one in an inhomogeneous setting [27, p. 296].

The LTB dust collapse scenario has been recently studied also in the context of semiclassical
LQG effective models [6, 7, 22, 30–37]. These analyses confirmed the resolution of the shell-
focusing singularity by quantum gravitational effects already seen in the Oppenheimer-Snyder
model, but they also found formation of shell-crossing singularities as in the classical theory.
In [22] it was indeed shown that each initial continuous energy density profile of compact
support develops shell-crossing singularities at most within a Planckian time from the quantum
bounce of the core of the star. This shows that the quantum gravitational corrections included
in these LQG effective models do not resolve shell-crossing singularities by themselves. In
fact, the effective LQG models built so far seem in general to resolve strong singularities and
ignore weak singularities [38–40].

In this work, we investigate stellar collapse scenarios with pressure in the context of semi-
classical LQG effective models. The effective equations of motion for spherically symmetric
and inhomogeneous spacetimes with a perfect fluid in the generalized Painlevé-Gullstrand
gauge were recently found in [41], where static solutions were also studied. We reformulate
the model in the LTB gauge, which is more convenient for studying collapsing models, and
generalize the effective equations of motion for the case of an anisotropic fluid with vanishing
heat conduction and viscosity (section II). We then explored the case of the collapse of an
anisotropic fluid with vanishing radial pressure (section III). While certainly not realistic,
this toy model allows us to investigate analytically the interplay of pressure and quantum
corrections in a semiclassical setting. Armed with the insight developed with this toy model,
we study the collapse of a perfect fluid with a linear equation of state (section IV). Given the
complexity of the system of evolution equations for this scenario, this case must be investi-
gated numerically. As expected, in both scenarios the shell-focusing singularity that develops
in the classical theory is resolved by quantum gravitational effects. However, shell-crossing
singularities are still a general feature of these models, even for high pressures. This means
that the conjunction of pressure and (leading) quantum gravitational corrections is still not
enough to resolve these (weak) singularities. In section V we briefly discuss the vacuum
solutions of the effective model and we notice the existence of a bigger class of static solutions
than previously thought. Finally, in section VI, we comment on the results we obtained.

II. EFFECTIVE EQUATIONS

A. Generalized Painlevé-Gullstrand gauge

The LQG effective equations of motion for spherically symmetric and inhomogeneous
spacetimes with a perfect fluid have been recently derived in generalized Painlevé-Gullstrand
coordinates [41]. This section briefly outlines this construction and generalizes the results to
anisotropic fluids.

Consider a spherically symmetric spacetime with a fluid having a 4-velocity field uµ and
zero rotation (ωµν = 0). In terms of generalized Painlevé-Gullstrand coordinates, its metric
takes the form

ds2 = −N2dt2 +
1

1 + ε
(dr +N rdt)2 + r2dΩ2, (2.1)
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with N(t, r) and N r(t, r) being respectively the lapse function and the radial component
of the shift vector (the other components being zero by symmetry), and ε(t, r) > −1. The
defining properties of these coordinates are: (i) the radial coordinate r is the areal coordinate
satisfying A = 4πr2, with A being the proper area of the surfaces of constant t and r; (ii)
the hypersurfaces of constant t are the hypersurfaces orthogonal to the irrotational flow of
the fluid, namely uµ ∝ ∂µt. When the motion of the fluid is geodesic, it is possible to find a
t such that uµ = −∂µt, which means that the lapse function can be taken to be N = 1. This
happens for example when the fluid is dust, where the choice N = 1 is usually called the
dust-time gauge because, in the Hamiltonian framework, it is a result of the gauge fixing
condition ϕ = t, where ϕ is the dust field. But also in vacuum, in Schwarzschild spacetime,
where uµ is now associated with geodesic observers in radial motion. This is the case in which
Painlevé-Gullstrand coordinates were originally formulated, with the additional requirement
of ε = 0 (which in Schwarzschild spacetime corresponds to the choice of radial geodesic
observers that start at rest at infinity). When the motion of the fluid is not geodesic, as in
our case, uµ = −N∂µt and the lapse function cannot be put to N = 1.

In terms of the Ashtekar-Barbero variables that the LQG effective models are based on,
the metric of a spherically symmetric spacetime in areal gauge reads [42]

ds2 = −N2dt2 +

(
Eb

r

)2

(dr +N rdt)2 + r2dΩ2, (2.2)

where Eb is the angular component of the symmetry-reduced densitized triad and the radial
component of the shift vector is given by

N r = − Nr

γ
√
∆

sin

(√
∆b

r

)
cos

(√
∆b

r

)
. (2.3)

In the last expression, b is the angular component of the symmetry-reduced extrinsic curvature
and the variable canonically conjugate to Eb, γ is the Barbero-Immirzi parameter, and
∆ ∼ ℓ2Pl is the area gap, the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of the LQG area operator. The
only remaining constraint is the effective Hamiltonian constraint H ≈ 0, with [41]

H =

[
− Eb

2Gγ2∆r
∂r

(
r3 sin2

√
∆b

r

)
− 1

2G

(
Eb

r
− r

Eb

)
+

r

G
∂r

( r

Eb

)
+Hm

]
, (2.4)

where Hm is the Hamiltonian density of the fluid. The effective Hamiltonian H is the
generator of the semiclassical dynamics that include quantum gravitational corrections, in
the form of holonomy corrections, motivated by loop quantum gravity.

Before exploring the dynamical evolution generated by the effective scalar constraint
we need to specify the class of fluids we want to study. A perfect fluid is a fluid with no
heat conduction, no viscosity, and that is isotropic in its rest frame. We keep the first two
properties but allow anisotropy in the form of different radial and angular, or tangential,
pressures in the rest frame of the fluid. This generalization serves only a technical purpose
in this article, as it will allow us to study the interplay of pressure and quantum corrections
in the simplified albeit unphysical case of vanishing radial pressure, where a few analytical
results are attainable. However, anisotropies of this kind might actually play an important
role in the structure of some stars [43]. The stress-energy tensor Tµν of these anisotropic
fluids can be covariantly written as

T µ
ν = ρ uµuν +Π eµeν + Σ(δµν + uµuν − eµeν) , (2.5)
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where uµ = −N∂µt is the 4-velocity of the fluid, eµ =
√
1 + ε δµr is the unit spacelike vector

defining the direction of anisotropy of the fluid, and ρ(t, r), Π(t, r), and Σ(t, r) are respectively
the energy density, radial pressure, and tangential pressure in the rest frame of the fluid. The
energy density ρ and the radial pressure Π are related to the Hamiltonian Hm =

∫
drNHm of

the fluid in the following way [38] (see [44] for an expression of Hm in an anisotropic context)

ρ =
Hm

V
=

Hm

4πrEb
, (2.6)

Π = −δHm

δV
= − 1

4πr

δHm

δEb
, (2.7)

where δV is the spatial volume element. Notice that the previous relations are formally equal
to the classical ones. This is because the fluid part of the effective Hamiltonian constraint is
not polymerized.

Making the change of variable

Eb =
r√
1 + ε

(2.8)

to go back to the variables used in eq. (2.1), we can now study the effective LQG dynamics of
our semiclassical model in the same variables normally used in the classical theory. First of
all, given the expression for the energy density of the fluid given in eq. (2.6), the imposition
of the effective Hamiltonian constraint H ≈ 0 gives the following on-shell expression for ρ:

ρ =
1

8πGr2
∂r

(
1

γ2∆
r3 sin2

√
∆b

r
− εr

)
. (2.9)

In the classical theory, the Einstein field equations tell us that the Misner-Sharp mass

m(r, t) = 4π

∫ r

0

ρ r̃2dr̃ =
1

2G

(
1

γ2∆
r3 sin2

√
∆b

r
− εr

)
, (2.10)

gives the total quantity of mass-energy inside radius r. We will see that the same remains
true also at the effective level. The effective equations of motion (EOMs) for our dynamical
variables read

∂b

∂t
= {b,H} = − N

2γ∆r
∂r

(
r3 sin2

√
∆b

r

)
+

γNε

2r
+ γ (1 + ε) (∂rN)− 4πrγGΠN, (2.11)

∂ε

∂t
= {ε,H} = − r

γ
√
∆

sin

√
∆b

r
cos

√
∆b

r
[N∂rε− 2(1 + ε)(∂rN)] . (2.12)

Another useful effective equation is the evolution equation for the gravitational mass, which,
from eq. (2.10), is given by

∂m

∂t
= − Nr

γ
√
∆

sin

√
∆b

r
cos

√
∆b

r
(∂rm+ 4πr2Π). (2.13)

Furthermore, from eq. (2.10) we have

sin2

√
∆b

r
=

8πγ2G∆

r3

∫ r

0

dr̃ r̃2ρ+ γ2∆
ε

r2
=

γ2∆

r2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)
, (2.14)
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which combined with eq. (2.3) allows us to express N r as

(
N r
)2

= N2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)[
1− γ2∆

r2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)]
, (2.15)

where the sign of N r discerns between a locally contracting (N r > 0) or expanding (N r < 0)
solution. Equation (2.15) provides an equivalent way to impose the effective Hamiltonian
constraint H ≈ 0 that will prove to be very useful.

These equations can be used to study the dynamics of all the dynamical metric variables
except the lapse function N . An equation for the latter is given by the energy-momentum
conservation law ∇µT

µν = 0, which still holds at the effective level because the polymerization
does not affect the matter part of Einstein field equations. The projection of this equation
on the plane orthogonal to uµ gives

∂rN

N
=

1

ρ+Π

[
2

r
(Σ− Π)− ∂rΠ

]
. (2.16)

This equation, together with eqs. (2.11) and (2.12) and the equations of state (EOS) for the
pressures Π and Σ, give a complete set of equations for all the unknowns of the problem.
Solving these equations of motion in the areal gauge is however quite challenging. As already
noticed in [22] for the dust case, the Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi gauge provides a set of equations
that is simpler to solve numerically. For this reason, we will now reformulate the problem in
this gauge.

B. Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi gauge

A disclaimer is now in order. The effective LQG models constructed using the µ̄-K-
scheme [8–11] are not “covariant”, in the sense that solutions of the effective equations
corresponding to different classical gauges are not necessarily related by a change of coor-
dinates at the semiclassical level. This is a known limitation of the µ̄-K-scheme [45]. To
make contact with previous results in the effective collapse of a star, we choose to start with
the effective theory developed in the generalized Painlevé-Gullstrand gauge in the previous
section and then to make a change of coordinates to go in the Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi gauge.
This model is not necessarily the same model one would obtain by developing the effective
theory directly in the Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi gauge. However, the two models were in fact
shown to be equivalent in the case of dust [33]. Given that the matter contribution to the
constraints is not modified by quantum correction, we expect this equivalence to hold also in
the more general case discussed here. A rigorous proof of this property is left for future work.

The defining properties of the Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi coordinates are: (I) the spatial
coordinates are comoving with the fluid, which means uµ ∝ δµ0 ; (II) the hypersurfaces of
constant t are the hypersurfaces orthogonal to the irrotational flow of the fluid, namely
uµ ∝ ∂µt as in the Painlevé-Gullstrand coordinates. Condition (II) tells us that the time
coordinate t is the same in both gauges. Given the change of coordinate r = r(t, R) into
a new radial coordinate R, condition (I) implies ∂tr = −N r. The line element in LTB
coordinates (t, R, θ, φ) then reads

ds2 = −N2(t, R)dt2 +
(∂Rr)

2

1 + ε(t, R)
dR2 + r2(t, R)dΩ2. (2.17)
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Notice that condition (I) does not impose any constraint on ∂Rr. This translates in a
reparametrization invariance of the metric under change of comoving coordinate R. We can
use this freedom to assume r(t0, R) = R in the following.

Now we can rewrite the effective equations of motion of the previous section in the new
coordinates. Using the shorthand notion Ẋ(t, R) = ∂tX(t, R) and X ′(t, R) = ∂RX(t, R), we
have

ṁ(t, R) = −4πNr3Π

γ
√
∆

sin

√
∆b

r
cos

√
∆b

r
= −4πΠr2ṙ, (2.18)

ε̇(t, R) = 2(1 + ε)
N ′r

γ
√
∆r′

sin

√
∆b

r
cos

√
∆b

r
= 2(1 + ε)

N ′

N

ṙ

r′
, (2.19)

where we used ṙ = −N r in the second equality of both expressions. The evolution equation
for the mass m in eq. (2.18) gives an energy-conservation equation: the time derivative of
the mass inside R equals the volume-work done on the system. This tells us that, as in the
classical theory, the Misner-Sharp mass m(t, R) gives the total mass-energy inside the shell
R at time t. In the new coordinates, the mass function reads

m(t, R) = 4π

∫ R

0

ρ(t, R̃) r(t, R̃)2 r′(t, R̃)dR̃, (2.20)

which means that the energy density is given by

ρ =
m′

4πr2r′
. (2.21)

This is the same expression one finds in the classical theory. Therefore, as in the classical case,
the system admits in principle shell-focusing singularities where r(R, t) = 0 and m′(t, R) ̸= 0,
shell-crossing singularities where r′(t, R) = 0 and m′(t, R) ̸= 0, and (“regular”) shell-crossings
where r′ = 0 but m′ = 0 as well and ρ remains finite. We will see how the effective dynamics
avoids the formation of shell-focusing singularities but still leads to shell-crossing singularities
for generic initial data.

The energy-momentum conservation law ∇µT
µν = 0 gives equations for lapse and energy

density:

N ′

N
=

1

ρ+Π

[
2r′

r
(Σ− Π)− Π′

]
, (2.22)

ρ̇ = −
(
ṙ′

r′
− 1

2

ε̇

1 + ε

)
(ρ+Π)− 2

ṙ

r
(ρ+ Σ) . (2.23)

A dynamical equation for the areal radius r(t, R) is given by the effective Hamiltonian
constraint in the form of eq. (2.15). Finally, we need to complete the set of dynamical
equations by providing two equations of state f(Π, ρ) = 0 and g(Σ, ρ) = 0 for the pressures.

The set of differential equations we need to solve to specify the dynamics of semiclassical
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stellar collapse in LTB coordinates is then:

ṙ2 =N2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)[
1− γ2∆

r2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)]
, (2.24)

ṁ =− 4πΠ r2ṙ, (2.25)

ε̇ =
(1 + ε)

r′
2ṙ

ρ+Π

[
2r′

r
(Σ− Π)− Π′

]
, (2.26)

ρ̇ =−
(
ṙ′

r′
− 1

2

ε̇

1 + ε

)
(ρ+Π)− 2

ṙ

r
(ρ+ Σ) , (2.27)

N ′

N
=

1

ρ+Π

[
2r′

r
(Σ− Π)− Π′

]
, (2.28)

Π̇ =
δΠ

δρ
ρ̇, (2.29)

Σ̇ =
δΣ

δρ
ρ̇. (2.30)

The mass m and the energy density ρ are not independent variables, so we do not need
dynamical equations for both of them. However, as they both give valuable insight into the
physics of the problem, we will keep both of them remembering that they are not independent.
So we have a system of 6 independent coupled PDEs in 6 unknowns, r(t, R), ρ(t, R), ε(t, R),
N(t, R), Π(t, R), and Σ(t, R). Once the initial data is given, this system of equations can
be solved numerically and the physics of the semiclassical collapse of a star with pressure
can be completely specified. Interestingly, except for eq. (2.24) where quantum gravitational
∆-corrections are explicitly present, this system of effective equations has the exact same
form of its classical counterpart [46, 47].

For the effective model to describe a physically reasonable and well-defined collapse of
a star there are a number of regularity conditions that the physical variables must satisfy.
By requiring that the density at the center of the collapsing star remains well-defined at all
times, we get from eq. (2.21) the following condition on the mass:

m(t, R) = α(t)R3 +O(R4), R << 1, (2.31)

where α(t) is a regular function of time.
Another condition comes from requiring the net force on the fluid element at the center

of the star to vanish. Computing the acceleration

aµ = uν∇νu
µ =

1 + ε

(r′)2
N ′

N
δµR, (2.32)

we see that a vanishing net force in r = 0 means a vanishing N ′/N in r = 0. This gives (see
eq. (2.28))

2r′

r
(Σ− Π)− Π′ = 0 . (2.33)

In the isotropic case, the first term vanishes and this condition reduces to the vanishing of
the usual force arising from the gradient of the radial pressure Π′ in r = 0. There is however
a new kind of force in the anisotropic case that does not depend on pressure gradients but
on the degree of anisotropy Σ − Π. This force, which is outward-oriented for Σ > Π and
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inward-oriented for Σ < Π, arises from gradients of the direction of anisotropy eµ and it is
there also in the Newtonian theory, it is not a relativistic effect. For this force to be regular
in r = 0, we must have Σ = Π at the star’s center. Actually, as we will explicitly see in the
next section, Σ = Π is a necessary but not sufficient condition for all the physical variables
to remain well-defined in r = 0. In fact, as the anisotropic force enters eq. (2.28) divided by
ρ+Π, the regularity of the expression in r = 0 also constrains the possible equations of state
relating pressure and energy density. For some equations of state, having a regular center
will not be possible.

Finally, additional conditions on the equations of state appear from the different energy
conditions (weak, dominant, and strong) that we expect to be valid outside regions of
Planckian curvature. Applying them to the stress-energy tensor in eq. (2.5) we obtain [48]

WEC : ρ ≥ 0, ρ+Π ≥ 0, ρ+ Σ ≥ 0, (2.34)

DEC : ρ− |Π| ≥ 0, ρ− |Σ| ≥ 0, (2.35)

SEC : ρ+Π+ 2Σ ≥ 0 . (2.36)

III. ANISOTROPIC FLUID WITH VANISHING RADIAL PRESSURE

The set of eqs. (2.24) to (2.30) describes a wide class of fluid collapse. Before discussing
the case of a perfect fluid, where only a numerical analysis is possible, we consider the
simplified but unrealistic case of vanishing radial pressure Π = 0. This toy model allows us to
study analytically, up to a certain degree, the interplay of pressure and quantum corrections
in the semiclassical stellar collapse framework we constructed.

The first thing we need to do is equip the model with an equation of state Σ = Σ(ρ).
As the whole point of considering this toy model is its simplicity, not its physical accuracy,
looking for a complicated EOS would be counterproductive. We thus consider the linear
equation of state Σ = ωρ, with constant ω. Assuming all energy conditions to be satisfied
far away from the quantum region, the conditions in eqs. (2.34) to (2.36) give −1/2 ≤ ω ≤ 1.
This is the range of values of ω that we will consider in this section.

Inserting Π = 0 and Σ = ωρ in the effective equations of motion we get

ṙ2 = N2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)[
1− γ2∆

r2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)]
, (3.1)

ṁ = 0, (3.2)

ε̇ = 4ω(1 + ε)
ṙ

r
, (3.3)

ρ̇ = −ρ

(
ṙ′

r′
+

2ṙ

r

)
, (3.4)

N ′

N
= 2ω

r′

r
. (3.5)

In the classical limit ∆ → 0 we obtain the classical EOMs [49, 50] and ω = 0 gives the dust
case. Notice that as there is no radial pressure, and so no interaction between different shells,
the total gravitational mass inside each shell remains constant in time. This is represented by
the fact that m(R) is time-independent, as given by eq. (3.2). In the classical theory, ε(t, R)
is related to the total mechanical energy of the shell R, disregarding any internal energy
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contribution, and eq. (3.1) gives an energy balance law for each shell. The same remains true
in the semiclassical theory, with quantum gravitational corrections to the energy balance
law. A qualitative analysis of this equation, together with the evolution equation for ε in
eq. (3.3), gives great insight into the physics of the model:

• In the dust case, ω = 0, eq. (3.3) tells us that ε(R) is a constant for each shell R. This
is because dust has no internal energy and no interaction between different shells, so
conservation of energy equals conservation of mechanical energy of each shell. In the
classical theory, the gravitational potential energy contribution to ε(R) decreases as
the shell collapses, which means that the shell’s kinetic energy increases. As there is no
mechanism to stop this increase in kinetic energy, each shell will keep collapsing until
it eventually crashes into the shell-focusing singularity in r = 0. Such a mechanism is
however provided in the semiclassical theory by the quantum gravitational corrections
to eq. (3.1), which represent an effective contribution to the gravitational potential
energy that increases as the shell collapses. Far away from the quantum region, for
r3 ≫ Gm∆, these corrections are negligible and the collapse follows the classical
trajectory. However, as r approaches r ∼ (Gm∆)1/3 (which is much bigger than the
Planck scale ℓPl for an astrophysical mass m(R)), they become dominant, and the
shell’s kinetic energy starts to decrease. Eventually, all the kinetic energy is converted
into gravitational potential energy, and the shell’s trajectory has a turning point. This
is the physical mechanism through which shell-focusing singularities are avoided in the
semiclassical theory.

• If ω ̸= 0, the mechanical energy of each shell is no longer constant (see eq. (3.3)), as
their internal energy enters the energy balance as well. This opens new possibilities for
the shells’ trajectory already at the classical level. Let us focus on ω > 0 (“regular”
matter) for the moment. In this case, eq. (3.3) gives ε̇ < 0 for ṙ < 0, which means
that, as the shell collapses, its mechanical energy decreases, and so its internal energy
increases. If the increase in internal energy is smaller than the decrease in gravitational
potential energy, the shell acquires kinetic energy as it collapses. However, there are
cases in which both gravitational potential energy and kinetic energy are turned into
internal energy as the shell collapses. This second scenario can lead to a turning point
in the shell’s trajectory already at the classical level [49]. The quantum corrections to
eq. (3.1) become relevant as r approaches the quantum scale and, as in the dust case,
they ensure that the shell’s trajectory develops a turning point (if one was not already
developed by the classical dynamics).

• For ω < 0 (“exotic” matter), eq. (3.3) gives ε̇ > 0 when ṙ < 0. This means that, as the
shell collapses, both gravitational potential energy and internal energy are converted
into kinetic energy. A shell of exotic matter then cannot develop classical turning
points during the collapse, only quantum ones.

This analysis gives a qualitative picture of the physics involved in the model. Let us
now go into more detail. The linear EOS makes it possible to solve eq. (3.5) and compute
analytically the lapse function, which takes the form N = A(t)r2ω. The integration function
A(t) can be reabsorbed into the definition of time t. However, to keep the right dimensionality
of N we write

N(t, R) =

(
r(t, R)

rN

)2ω

, (3.6)
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with rN being a constant with the dimension of a length. Importantly, as r(t0, R) = R,
already at the initial time we obtain a vanishing lapse in R = 0 for ω > 0, a diverging lapse
in R = 0 for ω < 0, and N(t0, R) = 1 in the dust case ω = 0. As a consequence, outside
the dust case, the metric is not regular at the star’s center (it is degenerate for ω > 0 and
singular for ω < 0) and it can be explicitly checked that the Kretschmann scalar diverges
there as well. Furthermore, there is no condition on the physical variables of the model
that can be imposed to avoid it. So the conditions of vanishing radial pressure and linear
equation of state for the tangential pressure are incompatible with the condition of regularity
of the star’s center. As already noticed in [50], the same is true at the classical level as
well. However, for our purposes, this singularity is not as bad as it may seem. In fact, since
the density remains regular at the center and, as it will be shown later on, the dynamics
of each shell is decoupled from the others, the formation of shell-crossing singularities in
the outer region of the star is not affected by the singular dynamics of the center. This
notwithstanding, to study a completely regular scenario, we will eventually consider a density
profile that describes the collapse of a thick spherical shell of matter with no center. As
this toy model’s purpose is to study the interplay of pressure and quantum corrections in a
simplified setting, and not to describe a realistic stellar collapse, this choice of density profile
poses no limitations to our goal.

Equation (3.3) can be straightforwardly solved as well to get

ε(t, R) = −1 +B(R)r4ω, (3.7)

with B(R) > 0. We can give a physical meaning to B(R) by noticing that at the initial time t0
each shell starts with a given Newtonian “kinetic energy” per unit mass K(R) := ṙ(t0, R)2/2.
Equation (3.1) then gives

2K(R) = N(t0, R)2
(
2Gm(R)

R
+ ε(t0, R)

)[
1− γ2∆

R2

(
2Gm(R)

R
+ ε(t0, R)

)]
, (3.8)

which, together with r(t0, R) = R, leads to

ε(t, R) = −1 +

[
1− 2Gm

R
+

R2

2γ2∆

(
1−

√
1− 8K

γ2∆ r4ωN
R4ω+2

)]( r

R

)4ω
. (3.9)

Equation (3.8) has two different solutions for B(R), but only the one chosen has the correct
classical limit. Requiring the absence of trapped regions at the initial time, r(t0, R) = R >
2Gm(R) for each R, which allows us to study stellar collapse before any black hole is formed,
guarantees that B(R) > 0, or equivalently that ε(t, R) > −1 at any time and R. Positivity
of the square root in eq. (3.9) gives an upper bound for the Newtonian kinetic energy

0 ≤ K(R) ≤ Kmax(R) :=
R2

8γ2∆

(
R

rN

)4ω

. (3.10)

The existence of such a bound is a purely quantum gravitational effect and it is a result of
the resolution of the shell-focusing singularity in the semiclassical framework. In fact, if such
a singularity is avoided, each shell must necessarily have a turning point (ṙ = 0) at some
minimum areal radius. If this is the case, however, the shell R cannot have an arbitrarily
high Newtonian kinetic energy K(R) at some finite areal radius r(t0, R) in the past. As the



12

value of Kmax(R) is several orders of magnitude bigger than any physically reasonable value
of K(R) in the astrophysical collapse of a star, eq. (3.10) poses no physical constraints on
the space of initial data.

We can then study the behavior of the collapse for different initial profiles of the Newtonian
kinetic energy, i.e. different initial profiles of ṙ(t0, R). The function K(R) is completely
arbitrary provided that it is bounded by Kmax(R). A convenient choice is given by K(R) =
Kη(R) := ηKmax(R), with η ∈ [0, 1]. With this choice, ε(t, R) becomes

εδ(t, R) = −1 +

[
1− 2Gm

R
+ δ

R2

2γ2∆

]( r

R

)4ω
, (3.11)

where [0, 1] ∋ δ = 1−
√
1− η. So we are considering a 1-parameter family of initial profiles

for ṙ(0, R) controlled by the parameter δ. A star initially at rest is given by δ = 0 and a star
having Newtonian kinetic energy Kmax(R) at the initial time is given by δ = 1. At a given δ,
the last equation of motion, the EOM for r(t, R) in eq. (3.1), is given by

ṙ2(t, R) =

(
r

rN

)4ω [
2Gm(R)

r
− 1 +

(
1− 2Gm(R)

R
+ δ

R2

2γ2∆

)( r

R

)4ω ]
×
{
1− γ2∆

r2

[
2Gm(R)

r
− 1 +

(
1− 2Gm(R)

R
+ δ

R2

2γ2∆

)( r

R

)4ω ]}
.

(3.12)

From this equation, it is clear that the shells are decoupled from each other and that they
undergo their own independent evolution. This means that we can numerically solve eq. (3.12)
to find the trajectory of each shell R separately, and then check if these trajectories cross
to form shell-crossing singularities. Notice however that although eq. (3.12) can be used to
formally continue the evolution of the shells past a SCS, the complete set of EOMs (eqs. (3.1)
to (3.5)) is no longer well defined there and the physics of the SCS needs to be explicitly
taken into account to study the future evolution of the system.

Before plunging into the numerics, there are still some qualitative aspects of the dynamics
expressed by eq. (3.12) that can be investigated analytically. Turning, or bouncing, points of
the shells’ trajectories play an important role in shell-crossing formation. From eq. (3.12)
we see that there are two possible zeroes of ṙ: the one coming from the vanishing of the
expression inside square brackets, and the one coming from the vanishing of the expression
inside curly brackets. The vanishing of the expression inside square brackets gives(

1− 2Gm

R
+ δ

R2

2γ2∆

)( r

R

)4ω
r − r + 2Gm = 0 . (3.13)

This is a polynomial equation in r whose degree depends on ω. Although a general analytic
solution r(ω,R) cannot be found, we get an interesting lower bound for r by rewriting
eq. (3.13) as

r − 2Gm =

(
1− 2Gm

R
+ δ

R2

2γ2∆

)( r

R

)4ω
r > 0 . (3.14)

This tells us that this turning point can only take place for r(t, R) > 2Gm(R), namely before
the trajectory ever enters a trapping horizon. Given this property and the fact that these
turning points are the only ones present in the classical theory, as the expression in curly
brackets in eq. (3.12) goes to 1 in this limit, we will refer to the solutions rc(ω,R) of eq. (3.13)
as the classical turning points or the classical bounce points.
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The vanishing of the expression inside curly brackets gives(
1− 2Gm

R
+ δ

R2

2γ2∆

)( r

R

)4ω
r =

r3

γ2∆
+ r − 2Gm . (3.15)

The solutions rq(ω,R) to this equation will be referred to as the quantum turning points or
quantum bounce points. As the left-hand side of the equation is explicitly positive, we get a
lower bound r > rlb also for the quantum turning points, with

rlb =

(
Gmγ2∆+

√
(γ2∆/3)3 + (Gmγ2∆)2

)2/3

− (γ2∆/3)(
Gmγ2∆+

√
(γ2∆/3)3 + (Gmγ2∆)2

)1/3
. (3.16)

Expanding this expression in powers of ∆/ [Gm(R)]2 we get

rlb = Gm

{[
2γ2 ∆

(Gm)2

]1/3
− 1

3

[
γ2∆√
2(Gm)2

]2/3
+O

[
∆

(Gm)2

]}
, (3.17)

which, at order [∆/(Gm)2]
1/3

, turns out to be equal to the analogous lower bound found in
the marginally bound dust case [22, 33]. This suggests that the presence of a non-vanishing
tangential pressure does not modify significantly the effect of quantum gravity repulsion.
Notice however that the expansion in eq. (3.17) does not hold for shells with Gm ≲

√
∆ .

Furthermore, for ω = 0, we get

rq(ω = 0, R) =
(
2Gmγ2∆

)1/3{
1 +

ε0
6Gm

(
2Gmγ2∆

)1/3
+O

[
∆

(Gm)2

]}
, (3.18)

ε0 = −2Gm

R
+ δ

R2

2γ2∆
, (3.19)

which is the same value found in [51] for the quantum bounce radius in the bound and
unbound dust case, and it holds for any shell of each initial dust distribution [34].

It is difficult to solve eqs. (3.13) and (3.15) for the bounce radii rc(ω,R) and rq(ω,R)
given a shell R and a EOS parameter ω. Interestingly, it is instead straightforward to solve
them for the value of ω(r, R) such that the bounce of the shell R takes place at the areal
radius r:

ωc(rc, R) =
1

4

[
ln (1− 2Gm

rc
)− ln (1− 2Gm

R
+ δ R2

2γ2∆
)

ln ( rc
R
)

]
, (3.20)

ωq(rq, R) =
1

4

 ln (1− 2Gm
rq

+
r2q
γ2∆

)− ln (1− 2Gm
R

+ δ R2

2γ2∆
)

ln ( rq
R
)

 . (3.21)

Notice that, thanks to the chosen initial conditions and the lower bounds just found, all the
arguments of the logarithms remain positive throughout the shells’ evolution. In order to
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(a) (b)

FIG. 1: Plot of the functions ωc(rc, R) (left) and ωq(rq, R) (right) for six different values of
R. The colored vertical dotted lines represent rc = R (left) and rq = rlb (right). The black
dashed horizontal line in the left plot represents ω = ω∗ := 0.4. Natural units and constants
are set to c = G = kB = 1, γ2∆ = 0.1, δ = 0.001, RB = 10, and ρ0 = 4× 10−3.

plot these functions, we need to specify an initial density profile for the star. We consider for
this purpose the profile

ρ1(t0, R) =

{
ρ0
2

(
1 + cos(πR/RB)

)
if R < RB,

0 if R ≥ RB,
(3.22)

where ρ0 and RB are respectively the energy density in R = 0 and the comoving radial
coordinate of the boundary of the star. Given this density profile, the mass profile m(R) can
be obtained using eq. (2.20). The plots of the functions ωc(rc, R) and ωq(rq, R) for several
fixed values of R are given in Fig. 1.

Let us start the discussion from ωc(rc, R). For each R, this function is positive for
2Gm(R) < rc < R, with vertical asymptotes in rc = 2Gm(R) and rc = R. The function
does not exist in rc ≤ 2Gm(R) and rc = R as there is no ω such that eq. (3.13) is satisfied
there for arbitrary δ. The physical scenario we are interested in is one where ω of the EOS is
fixed for the entire star, i.e. for all the shells, and we want to study when each shell bounces
given the chosen ω. So, fixing ω = ω∗ (taken to be ω∗ = 0.4 in the plot in Fig. 1a), the
shell R will bounce at the areal radius rc such that ωc(rc, R) = ω∗, namely at an intersection
between the two curves ω = ωc(rc, R) and ω = ω∗. As we are considering initially collapsing
configurations for which r(t, R) < R, and ωc(rc, R) > 0 for rc < R, there cannot be any
classical turning points for ω ≤ 0. However, there will be classical turning points for ω > 0.
A classical bounce occurs for all the shells for which

min
rc<R

{
ωc(rc, R)

}
≤ ω∗, (3.23)

with the bouncing radius rc given by the rightmost intersection between ω = ωc(rc, R) and
ω = ω∗. For the density profile and initial conditions chosen in Fig. 1a, the interior of the
star bounces classically while the exterior does not. This will inevitably form a shell-crossing
singularity already at the classical level. We found numerically that this is the case for
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generic density profiles and initial conditions (with the star starting the collapse outside any
trapped region) for ω > 0 in this toy model.

From Fig. 1b it is easy to see that there is always an intersection between ω = ωq(rq, R)
and ω = ω∗ for −1/2 ≤ ω ≤ 1, which means that every shell R of the star will have a quantum
turning point. From this analysis, we cannot infer whether a shell-crossing singularity will
develop due to the quantum bounce. In the Oppenheimer-Snyder collapse the quantum
bounce of the shells is synchronized in such a way that no SCS develops [19]. We will however
see that they do generally develop in this case.

These results are consistent with the qualitative analysis of the energy balance law we
carried out at the start of the section and they offer a more detailed account of the physics
of the model. Before moving on, let us point out a peculiar feature of the shells’ dynamics
that can be inferred from Fig. 1. For ω < 0, no classical bounce can happen. So shells will
necessarily undergo a quantum bounce, after which they will expand. At this point, however,
the shell can get to r(t, R) > R where ω = ωc(rc, R) and ω = ω∗ have an intersection. This
means that the shell will have a classical turning point, producing a further contraction,
which will be followed by yet another quantum bounce and so on. These infinitely bouncing
trajectories will be shown shortly in the numerical simulations of stellar collapse in this toy
model.

We are ready to numerically integrate the EOM in eq. (3.12). Up until now, the singularity
in the center of the star did not enter our analysis. However, as soon as we consider the
acceleration r̈(t0, R) of the shells at the initial time

r̈(t0, R) =
ω

2γ2∆r4ωN
R4ω−1

[
1− (δ − 1)2

]
+

R4ω−1

2rN

[(
−2m(R)

R
+ 4ωB(R)

)
(1− δ) + δ2

R2

2γ2∆

]
,

(3.24)

we see that it diverges as R → 0 (where eq. (2.31) holds) for any given δ and −1/2 < ω <
1/4 (ω ̸= 0). The dynamics of the star’s center is thus singular, as already anticipated.
Nevertheless, as an arbitrary density (and consequently mass) profile remains regular at
the center and the dynamics of each shell is decoupled from the others (see eq. (3.12)), the
formation of shell-crossing singularities in the outer region of the star is not affected by the
singular dynamics of the center. For this reason, together with a completely regular density
profile ρ2 that describes the collapse of a thick spherical shell of matter with no center, we
will also numerically integrate the EOMs for the profile ρ1 in eq. (3.22). We take the regular
profile ρ2 to be given by

ρ2(t0, R) =

{
ρ0 cos

2
(

π
2a
(R−RB)

)
if |R−RB| < a,

0 otherwise.
(3.25)

Finally, using a Runge-Kutta 4 algorithm it is possible to numerically integrate eq. (3.12) to
obtain the dynamics shown in Fig. 2, Fig. 3, and Fig. 4. These figures show the results of
the numerical integrations for ρ1 and ρ2 for different values of ω and δ. Interestingly, the
value of δ cannot be taken to be vanishing if we want all the collapsing scenarios considered
to have a well-defined initial evolution. In fact, studying eq. (3.24) for ρ1 when ω > 0 and
δ = 0, it is straightforward to see that the initial acceleration of the shells is positive near
the center of the star (where R << 1 and eq. (2.31) holds) and negative in the outer regions,
which means that shells will inevitably cross an instant after the initial time. So we must
have δ > 0 to avoid this situation.
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FIG. 2: Shells dynamics and shell-crossing singularity formation for ρ2 in eq. (3.25) with
ω = −0.3 (left), ω = 0 (center), and ω = 0.3 (right). Natural units and constants are set to
c = G = kB = 1, γ2∆ = 0.1, rN = 1, δ = 0.001, ρ0 = 2× 10−3, a = 4, and RB = 6.

The first thing to notice from these plots is that shell-crossing singularities form in all
scenarios considered. This feature is unaltered if one considers different initial profiles and
initial conditions. Let us start our discussion from the regular case of the initial profile ρ2
in Fig. 2. For ω = 0, namely the dust case, a shell-crossing singularity develops before the
quantum bounce. This behavior is a peculiar feature of density profiles with two tails, such
as ρ2. This is consistent with previous investigations of the dust case [22, 33, 34]. Even if
the independence of the shells’ evolution allows us to integrate the system in the future of
this event, where we can see several more SCS happening, the actual physical evolution of
the system will depend on the physics of the first shell-crossing. For ω < 0, a SCS develops
just after the quantum bounce of the most interior shell and we see no classical SCS. For
ω > 0, however, a SCS singularity develops much before the quantum region is reached.
In particular, if ω (and so the pressure) is sufficiently big and δ (and so the initial kinetic
energy) sufficiently small, then the increase in internal energy as the shells collapse leads to a
very brief phase of contraction followed by a classical bounce. This is exactly what happens
to the inner shells in Fig. 2c. On the contrary, the decrease in gravitational energy wins
over the increase in internal energy for the outer shells, and so they keep collapsing until the
quantum bounce. This leads to the peculiar dynamics shown in Fig. 2c, which was already
inferred also from Fig. 1a, and the formation of a shell-crossing singularity.

As the quantum corrections present in our semiclassical model are negligible in the classical
region where SCS generally develop for ω > 0, these are not the events we want to study.
We want to investigate if the interplay of pressure and quantum corrections is able to avoid
the formation of SCS where the quantum corrections are relevant. To focus on these events,
in this toy model, we could either decrease the value of ω, consider only shells that are
further away from the center, or increase the value of δ. For the forthcoming discussion, we
choose the latter. In fact, for a sufficiently big initial kinetic energy (close to the value of
Kmax in eq. (3.10)), there is not enough time to convert all the kinetic energy in internal
energy before the quantum region is reached, and so the classical bounce is avoided. This is
exactly what happens in the scenarios shown in Fig. 3, where δ = 0.2. Even in these cases
the shells’ evolution leads to a shell-crossing singularity, but this time in the quantum region
of spacetime.
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FIG. 3: Shells dynamics and shell-crossing singularity formation for ρ2 in eq. (3.25) with
ω = 0.3 (left) and ω = 0.5 (right). Natural units and constants are set to c = G = kB = 1,
γ2∆ = 0.1, rN = 1, δ = 0.2, ρ0 = 2× 10−3, a = 4, and RB = 6.

(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 4: Shells dynamics and shell-crossing singularity formation for ρ1 in eq. (3.22) with
ω = −0.3 (left), ω = 0 (center), and ω = 0.3 (right). Natural units and constants are set to
c = G = kB = 1, γ2∆ = 0.1, rN = 1, δ = 0.001, ρ0 = 4× 10−3, and RB = 10.

All this shows that the presence of tangential pressure does not prevent the formation of
shell-crossing singularities. As one would naively think that radial pressure is more important
in preventing shells from crossing than tangential pressure, this result is interesting but
not altogether surprising. We will see in the next section that, perhaps more unexpectedly,
even the inclusion of radial pressure is not able to prevent the formation of shell-crossing
singularities.

Let us now briefly comment also the plots for the initial profile ρ1 in Fig. 4. As can be
seen from the plots, the behavior of the exterior shells of the star is completely analogous
to the behavior we have seen for the spherical matter shell with no center. This confirms
that the outer region of the star is not affected by the singular dynamics of the center. From
the central plot for ω = 0 (where there is no singularity), we see that the center of the
star undergoes a quantum bounce without forming shell-crossings. A SCS singularity is
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however formed just after the bounce as we move towards the exterior. Fig. 4a exhibits the
phenomenon of infinitely bouncing trajectories for ω < 0 that was inferred from the analysis
of turning points. Notice that all shells present this behavior for ω < 0, also the ones in
Fig. 2a. It is only more apparent as we get closer to the center of the profile ρ1 because the
acceleration of the shells explodes there, making the frequency of the oscillations much higher.
At the same time, however, as we move closer and closer to the center, we also see that the
amplitude of these oscillations is damped out. This is because both values of the turning
points rc and rq between which the trajectories oscillate tend to zero as R → 0. This is also
the reason why the center R = 0 of the star remains at r(t, 0) = 0 even if its acceleration
is infinite. As any shell R > 0 has rlb > 0, no shell R > 0 can come in contact with the
singular center R = 0. This is one more reason why the singularity does not interfere with
the overall evolution of the collapse. For ω > 0, a SCS singularity is formed already at the
classical level. Although the interior shells move towards the exterior, the singular center
R = 0 remains in r(t, 0) = 0.

IV. PERFECT FLUID

The assumption of vanishing radial pressure allowed us to analytically study the interplay
of pressure and quantum corrections in a simplified setting. It also helped us to develop
intuition for the physics of the semiclassical stellar collapse framework we constructed.
However, the absence of radial pressure is far from being realistic. A more realistic scenario
is found by treating the star as a perfect fluid with Π = Σ =: p. The stress-energy tensor will
then take the usual form T µ

ν = diag(−ρ, p, p, p), which is straightforwardly recovered from
the general case in eq. (2.5) by enforcing the equality of radial and tangential pressure. The
effective EOMs for the perfect fluid case read (see eqs. (2.24) to (2.30))

ṙ2 = N2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)[
1− γ2∆

r2

(
2Gm

r
+ ε

)]
, (4.1)

ṁ = −4πp r2ṙ, (4.2)

ε̇ = −2(1 + ε)
p′

ρ+ p

ṙ

r′
, (4.3)

ρ̇ = −p′
ṙ

r′
− (ρ+ p)

(
ṙ′

r′
+ 2

ṙ

r

)
, (4.4)

N ′

N
= − p′

ρ+ p
. (4.5)

Differently from the vanishing radial pressure case, the total mass-energy m(t, R) contained
inside the shell R is no longer a constant of motion. In fact, its time dependence satisfies
eq. (4.2), which is the same equation it also satisfies classically. The right-hand side of
eq. (4.2) is the volume-work made on the portion of the star inside the shell R as it evolves.
For a collapsing star (ṙ < 0) with positive radial pressure, this work is positive and m(t, R)
increases in time. The opposite happens for negative radial pressure, in this case the work is
negative and m(t, R) decreases in time. Notice however that, since p = 0 on the outermost
physical shell of the star, ṁ = 0 on the boundary of the star and so the total gravitational
mass is conserved. Unfortunately, given the complexity of the EOMs, this system has to be
faced entirely numerically.
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The freedom provided by the choice of the equation of state p = p(ρ) allows us to model
the collapse of different stars like neutron stars, quark stars, red giants, etc. In this work,
however, we will limit ourselves to a linear EOS p = ωρ, with ω = const. The numerical
code can be easily adapted to other equations of state, such as polytropics p = kργ or
even more exotic ones, but we leave the detailed investigation of these scenarios for future
work. Assuming all energy conditions to be satisfied far away from the quantum region, the
conditions in eqs. (2.34) to (2.36) give −1/3 ≤ ω ≤ 1. This is the range of values of ω that
we will consider in this section.

The system of equations can be slightly simplified by noticing the existence of a conserved
quantity Q(R), whose derivation and properties are discussed in Appendix A, given by

Q(R) =
4πρ

1
1+ω r2r′√
1 + ε

. (4.6)

This quantity can be used to write

ε̇ = −8πωr2ṙ

√
1 + ε

Q(R)
∂R

(
ρ

1
1+ω

)
, (4.7)

ρ =

(
Q(R)

√
1 + ε

4πr2r′

)1+ω

, (4.8)

which appreciably simplifies the numerical integration of the system. Numerical solutions of
the system of eqs. (4.1), (4.2), (4.5), (4.7) and (4.8) are obtained using the method of lines.
In this method, the spatial dimension is discretized, and spatial derivatives are computed
using second-order finite differences, while the time evolution is managed with a fourth-order
Runge-Kutta scheme. The spatial and temporal discretization steps are chosen to meet the
Courant-Friedrich-Lewy condition, δt < δx [52] (here the maximum allowed velocity of the
fluid shells is c = 1).

In what follows, we choose our initial configuration to be in the bound case, i.e. ε(t0, R) < 0,
by adopting the smooth decreasing function

ε(t0, R) = ε∗
exp

(
− R2

2σ2

)
− 1

√
2πσ2

, (4.9)

with ε∗ and σ constants such that ε∗ <
√
2πσ2, so to make sure that ε > −1 everywhere.

Given an initial density profile and the equation of state, eq. (4.5) calculated at the initial
time t0 can be integrated to obtain

N(t0, R) = exp

(
−
∫ R

RB

(
p′

p+ ρ

) ∣∣∣
t0
dR̃

)√
1 + ε(t0, RB) , (4.10)

where RB is the boundary shell of the star. The integration constant is selected so that
N(t0, RB) =

√
1 + ε(t0, RB), in agreement with the discussion of the vacuum solution in

section V. In fact, while in the classical case the lapse can be set to N(t0, RB) = 1 on the
boundary of the star, at the effective level Birkhoff theorem breaks down [51] and each
collapsing star generates its own particular exterior.

As explicitly shown in the anisotropic context of the last section, in stellar collapse
scenarios with pressure shell-crossing singularities can generally develop in the classical region
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FIG. 5: Shells dynamics and shell-crossing singularity formation for ρ3 in eq. (4.11) with
ω = −0.15 (left) and ω = 0.15 (right). Natural units and constants are set to
c = G = kB = 1, γ2∆ = 0.1, σ = 3.5, ε∗ = 1, M = 30, R0 = 11, λ = 3.5.

of spacetime, even before any black hole is formed. As the quantum corrections present in
our semiclassical model are negligible there, these are not the events we want to study. We
want to investigate if the interplay of pressure and quantum corrections is able to avoid the
formation of SCS where the quantum corrections are relevant. To focus on these events, in
this section we consider initial density profiles where a black hole has already formed and
the star is collapsing towards the quantum region of spacetime.

With this setup in place, the system is fully determined and ready for numerical evolution.
We will now show the numerical results of the integration of the system for several initial
configurations. The first one we consider is

ρ3(t0, R) = C3

[
1− tanh

(
R−R0

λ

)]
, (4.11)

C3 =
M∫ RB

0
4πR̃2

[
1− tanh

(
R̃−R0

λ

)]
dR̃

, (4.12)

with M the total gravitational mass of the star. Notice that even if this profile, and all the
profiles we consider later on, are analytically of non-compact support, the numerical code
approximates the residual tail to zero at a finite distance from the center, making them
effectively bounded. In particular, we have set the numerical boundary RB such that (see
eq. (4.12))

4π

∫ +∞

0

ρ(t0, R̃)R̃2 dR̃ − M = 10−3. (4.13)

There is no appreciable change if this difference is taken to be smaller. Simulations corre-
sponding to positive and negative ω are shown in Fig. 5. These plots show with a color
scale the logarithmic density log10 ρ as a function of the physical areal radius r(t, R) and
t. The trajectories of a few evenly-spaced shells R are shown in black. Shell-crossing
singularities develop just after the quantum bounce of the star in both cases, and they
can be easily recognized in the plot by the converging of neighboring shells and the black
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FIG. 6: Shells dynamics and shell-crossing singularity formation for ρ4 in eq. (4.14) with
ω = −0.1 (left) and ω = 0.4 (right). Natural units and constants are set to c = G = kB = 1,
γ2∆ = 0.1, σ = 3.5, ε∗ = 1, M = 15, R0 = 13, λ = 1.

color of the density’s color scale. Differently from the dust and vanishing radial pressure
cases, where the EOMs decouple and the dynamics of each shell can be evolved past a
shell-crossing singularity, here the system is coupled and the evolution breaks down, and
rightly so, as soon as a shell-crossing singularity develops. Also, it is interesting to notice
that the shells that cross each other belong to the “tail” of the initial density profile, while
the inner shells bounce regularly without crossing. This behavior was already noticed in
the dust case [22, 31, 34], as also shown in Fig. 4b. Since there are no shell crossings in
the homogeneous case (Oppenheimer-Snyder) [19], this phenomenon signals that it is the
inhomogeneity of the profile that favors the shells to cross.

We also investigated the two profiles

ρ4(t0, R) = C4

[
π/2− arctan

(
R−R0

λ

)]
, (4.14)

C4 =
M∫ RB

0
4πR̃2

[
π/2− arctan

(
R̃−R0

λ

)]
dR̃

, (4.15)

and

ρ5(t0, R) =
C5

1 + exp
(

R−R0

λ

) , (4.16)

C5 =
M∫ RB

0
4πR̃2

[
1 + exp

(
R̃−R0

λ

)]−1

dR̃
. (4.17)

The results of the numerical simulations are shown in Figs. 6 and 7. These plots show the
exact same qualitative physics we found for the density profile ρ3 in Fig. 5. Shell-crossing
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FIG. 7: Shells dynamics and shell-crossing singularity formation for ρ5 in eq. (4.16) with
ω = −0.1 (left) and ω = 0.2 (right). Natural units and constants are set to c = G = kB = 1,
γ2∆ = 0.1, σ = 3.5, ε∗ = 1, M = 30, R0 = 11, λ = 1.8.

singularities develop just after the quantum bounce for both positive and negative pressure,
and they do so in the “tail” of the density distribution. The inner shells bounce regularly.

In addition, the previous and other profiles were studied in extreme pressure regimes,
where ω is close or equal to −1/3 and 1. We found a generic occurrence of shell crossings
(not SCS) in regions close to the boundary of the star and before the quantum bounce. Even
though these events are not physical singularities, the numerical integration breaks down in
these events as well. This means that we were not able to probe the physics of the quantum
region for these extreme pressures.

Another interesting feature of stellar collapse spacetimes to study before the formation of
a shell-crossing singularity is the creation and disappearance of trapped and anti-trapped
regions. We do so only for the last density profile we consider:

ρ6(t0, R) =
C6√
2πλ2

exp

(
− R2

2λ2

)
, (4.18)

C6 =
M∫ RB

0
4π R̃2√

2πλ2
exp

(
− R̃2

2λ2

)
dR̃

. (4.19)

The qualitative physics of the trapped regions of the previous profiles is similar to the one
shown for ρ6. Given an outgoing/ingoing null radial vector

n± = n0
(
∂t ±

N
√
1 + ε

r′
∂R

)
, (4.20)

the null expansions θ± are given by θ± = ∇µn
µ
±. Trapped, anti-trapped, and non-trapped

regions are then delimited by the zeros of θ±, or, more conveniently, by the zeros of

θ+θ− ∝ 1− ṙ2

N2(1 + ε)
. (4.21)
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FIG. 8: On the left: shells dynamics and shell-crossing singularity formation for ρ6 in
eq. (4.18) with ω = 0.1. On the right: section of the plot on the left with the trapped region
highlighted in red, the non-trapped region in green, and the anti-trapped region in blue; the
boundaries of these regions give the dynamical trajectories of the zeros of θ+θ−. Natural
units and constants are set to c = G = kB = 1, γ2∆ = 0.1, σ = 3.5, ε∗ = 1, M = 60, λ = 3.5.

The numerical simulation for the profile ρ6 is shown in Fig. 8. The qualitative physics of the
shell dynamics and SCS formation (left panel) is once again equivalent to the one discussed
for the previous density profiles. We can however gather some more information from the
plot of the trapped regions on the right panel. In the latter, the trapped region is shown
in red, the non-trapped region in green, and the anti-trapped region in blue. As we chose
initial conditions such that a black hole already exists, at early times we find one zero of the
null expansion, namely one trapping horizon, separating a trapped and a non-trapped region.
As the collapse evolves, this trapping horizon moves outward. Then, after the bounce of
the star’s core, an anti-trapped region forms, and the shells inside of it are forced to move
outwards. Soon after the anti-trapped region is formed, a shell-crossing singularity develops
at the boundary of the anti-trapped and non-trapped regions, resulting in the breakdown of
the equations of motion in the differential form.

V. VACUUM SOLUTIONS

Vacuum solutions for the LQG effective equations in the dust-time gauge were studied
in [34, 51]. Importantly, Birkhoff’s theorem no longer holds at the semiclassical level.
Classically, the spherically symmetric solutions to the vacuum Einstein field equations
consist only of the static 1-parameter family of Schwarzschild spacetimes of mass M . At
the semiclassical level, solutions to the effective equations with different ε become non-
diffeomorphic. This leads to a static 2-parameter family of Schwarzschild-like solutions of
mass M and parameter ε(t, r) = ε = const. to the vacuum LQG effective equations in
spherical symmetry. Furthermore, there exist even more solutions, where ε(t, r) remains a
function of both t and r, that are presumably non-stationary. The relevance and physical
significance of these last solutions are still unknown.

The situation is however even more complex than this. As we will show shortly using
the effective equations of section II, there also exist further vacuum spherically-symmetric
semiclassical static solutions that cannot be put in the dust-time gauge, and so that could not
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be found from the previous analyses [34, 51]. Consider in fact the line element in generalized
Painlevé-Gullstrand coordinates (see eq. (2.1))

ds2 = −N2dt2 +
1

1 + ε
(dr +N rdt)2 + r2dΩ2. (5.1)

The metric is defined by the three functions N(t, r), N r(t, r), and ε(t, r). The easiest way to
look for static solutions of the vacuum (ρ = Π = Σ = 0) effective equations of motion is to
search for solutions where these functions are time-independent. Let us start from eq. (2.12)
for ε(t, r). We have ∂tε = 0, and so ε = ε(r), if either

∂rN

N
=

∂rε

2(1 + ε)
, (5.2)

or sin(
√
∆b
r
) = 0, or cos(

√
∆b
r
) = 0. The last two options lead to trivial solutions [34, 51], so

we focus on eq. (5.2). The solution to this equation reads N(t, r) = f(t)
√
1 + ε(r), where

f(t) is an integration function that can be reabsorbed in the choice of t. This means that
∂tε = 0 leads to ∂tN = 0:

N(r) =
√
1 + ε(r) . (5.3)

The last quantity we have to deal with is the shiftN r(t, r). We could look for time-independent
solutions of eqs. (2.3) and (2.11). However, it is much more straightforward to use eq. (2.15)
and, since we are now in vacuum, set m to

M = 4π

∫ rB

0

ρ r̃2dr̃ = const., (5.4)

with rB the physical radius of the star at t0. As the right-hand side of eq. (2.15) is now
explicitly time-independent, so is N r = N r(r). This gives an explicitly stationary solution to
the vacuum semiclassical equations of motion, whose line element in generalized Painlevé-
Gullstrand coordinates reads

ds2 = −f(r) dt2 +
dr2

1 + ε(r)
+

N r(r)

1 + ε(r)
2 drdt+ r2 dΩ2, (5.5)

f(r) := 1 + ε− (N r)2

1 + ε
= 1− 2GM

r
+

γ2∆

r2

(
2GM

r
+ ε

)2

, (5.6)

and the associated Killing vector field ξ is given by ξ = ∂t. It is straightforward to
change coordinates to the LTB ones and to obtain the line element in eq. (2.17) with
N2 = 1 + ε(r(t, R)). As these coordinates are not adapted to the Killing symmetry, the
metric functions remain time-dependent in this gauge. Another interesting coordinate system
for the vacuum solutions is the Schwarzschild one (ts, r), where the Schwarzschild time
coordinate ts is defined by

dt = dts +
N r

(1 + ε) f
drs . (5.7)

The line element in this coordinates takes the usual form

ds2 = −f(r) dt2s + f−1(r) dr2 + r2 dΩ2 . (5.8)

From eq. (5.6) we see that in the classical limit ∆ → 0, this family of static solutions gives
exactly the 1-parameter family of Schwarzschild spacetimes of mass M . At the semiclassical
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level, besides the parameter ∆ controlling the scale of the quantum corrections, there is a
new arbitrary function ε(r) entering the family of static solutions. This is a huge enlargement
of this family. These solutions were not found in previous analyses of the vacuum and
spherically-symmetric effective equations because they cannot in general be put in the
dust-time gauge. From eqs. (5.2) and (5.3) we see that for ε(r) = const., also N(r) = const.
and so the latter can be reabsorbed in the definition of the time coordinate to obtain the
dust-time gauge, in agreement with the previous results [34, 51].

Interestingly, as these solutions should be matched with the boundary of the collapsing
star, the function ε can be interpreted as a “quantum hair” that leaks information regarding
the interior of the black hole to the exterior vacuum region. A more in-depth analysis of
these solutions, and their relevance for stellar collapse, is left for future work.

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have studied stellar collapse models with pressure within the framework of
effective loop quantum gravity. We have confirmed the resolution of the classical shell-focusing
singularity already seen in the dust case and its replacement with a quantum bounce of the
star, taking place when its energy density becomes of Planckian order. We have furthermore
shown that, independently from the initial density profiles chosen, the magnitude of the
pressure, and the type of fluid considered, shell-crossing singularities generally develop in the
collapse of a star with pressure. These findings generalize previous semiclassical results based
on dust and they give a central role to the physics of shell-crossing singularities formation
and evolution in the gravitational collapse of a star.

The effective equations of motion for stellar collapse with pressure were derived in the
Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi gauge, as the latter is particularly suitable for numerical analyses.
We found these equations for the general class of anisotropic fluids with no heat conduction
and viscosity. Although anisotropies of this kind are believed to be in fact relevant for the
physics of some stars [43], we did not try to model these effects here. We used the freedom
in the class of fluids considered to study the case of a collapsing star with vanishing radial
pressure. Despite being clearly unphysical, this toy model allowed us to study analytically
several interesting physical features of a stellar collapse model with pressure. We were able
to explore in particular the interplay of quantum corrections and (tangential) pressure in
the formation of turning points in the shells’ trajectories, giving a lower bound for the areal
radius at which they occur, and the role of the initial conditions, especially the initial kinetic
energy, in the evolution of the collapse. The effective equations for the collapse evolution
were finally solved numerically, and shell-crossing singularities were found to be a general
feature of the model.

We then moved to the more realistic case of a perfect fluid source. Given the complexity
of the problem, this case was studied mainly numerically. As a first step into stellar collapse
models with pressure, we considered a linear equation of state. However, the numerical
code we used can be easily generalized to more sophisticated equations of state and we plan
to explore these possibilities in future work. We investigated the collapse of many initial
configurations, both for negative and positive pressures, within the limits imposed by the
energy conditions, and found shell-crossing singularities in almost all scenarios. The only
cases where we did not find SCSs were the ones where a shell-crossing (r′ = 0, but m′ = 0 as
well and ρ remains finite) developed before a shell-crossing singularity, and the numerical
simulation could not be continued any further.
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It is a common belief that shell-crossing singularities would be resolved by either the
inclusion of pressure, quantum gravitational corrections, or a combination of the two. We
have shown that the most simple model including both, namely considering only the leading
quantum gravitational corrections and a linear equation of state for the star, is still not
enough to resolve these (weak) singularities. This result gives a central role to the physics
of shell-crossing singularities in semiclassical stellar collapse. It in fact shows that it is not
sufficient to naively include pressure and quantum corrections to resolve them. In order to
do so, it is instead necessary to consider accurately their physics to obtain more realistic
equations of state and the relevant quantum corrections.

On the other hand, even if we assume shell-crossing singularities to be eventually resolved,
we expect them to turn into a regular phenomenon like acoustic waves. It is then reasonable to
assume that the somewhat singular dynamics in the future of the shell-crossing singularities,
which can be found by looking for weak solutions to the equations of motion as done in [28],
gives a qualitatively accurate description of the regular dynamics of these acoustic waves.
A first step in this direction was taken in [31], where weak solutions for semiclassical dust
collapse were numerically investigated. This is however a complex topic, and a better
understanding of these solutions, especially their causal structure, is still needed. In fact,
the quantum gravitational corrections entering these semiclassical models neglect quantum
phenomena taking place close to the horizon of the black hole. These include Hawking
evaporation and any tentative scenario for what happens at the end of the evaporation,
like the black-to-white hole transition [18, 53–59]. These, together with the shockwaves
resulting from the shell-crossing singularities, are all phenomena that, in the absence of a
full quantum theory of the gravitational field, need to be studied somewhat separately and
then put together coherently to obtain a comprehensive picture of the physical spacetime of
a black hole. It is then paramount to have good control of the causal properties of all these
phenomena in order to study the global causal structure of spacetime.

Finally, in the last section of this work, we briefly commented on the status of Birkhoff’s
theorem in the semiclassical setting. It was recently shown that, at the semiclassical level,
solutions of the vacuum and spherically symmetric effective equations consist of a 2-parameter
family (M, ε) of static spacetimes, whose classical limit gives Schwarzschild spacetime, and
also presumably non-stationary spacetimes [34, 51]. We showed that the static solutions are
even more general than we thought, as ε in these solutions can be an arbitrary function of
the areal radius ε(r). As these further static solutions cannot be put in the dust-time gauge,
they were overlooked by the previous analyses.
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Appendix A: Conserved quantity in stellar collapse with pressure

Equations (2.26) and (2.27) can be combined to obtain:

ε̇

2(1 + ε)
− ρ̇

ρ+Π
− ṙ′

r′
− 2

ṙ

r

ρ+ Σ

ρ+Π
= 0 . (A1)
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Upon choosing linear EOSs, Π = ωrρ and Σ = ωtρ, with ωr and ωt two different constants,
eq. (A1) can be rewritten as

∂t ln

[ √
1 + ε

r2
1+ωt
1+ωr r′ρ

1
1+ωr

]
= 0 . (A2)

This implies that √
1 + ε

r2
1+ωt
1+ωr r′ρ

1
1+ωr

=
4π

Q(R)
(A3)

is a conserved quantity. Even though its physical meaning is not obvious in the general case,
in the dust case (ωr = ωt = 0) eq. (A3) reads

Q(R) = 4π
ρ r2r′√
1 + ε

. (A4)

Noticing that the proper mass mP(t, R) inside the shell R can be written as

mP(t, R) = 4π

∫ R

0

ρ r2r′√
1 + ε

dR̃ =

∫ R

0

Q(R̃)dR̃ , (A5)

it follows that mP(R) is time independent. So, in the dust case, the conserved quantity
associated with eq. (A2) can be taken to be the proper mass mP(R).

In the perfect fluid case (ωr = ωt = ω ̸= 0), it reads

Q(R) =
4πρ

1
1+ω r2r′√
1 + ε

= ρ
−ω
1+ω ∂RmP (R, t) . (A6)

This conserved quantity is used in section IV to simplify the numerical integration of the
equations of motion for the collapse of a perfect-fluid star.

Appendix B: Avoidance of the classical bounce in the Π = 0 case

As mentioned in section III, eq. (3.12) has a classical (first square bracket) and a quantum
contribution (curly bracket). For r such that one of the two brackets vanishes, then a bounce
occurs. As we are concerned with the quantum properties of the model, we seek some bounds
on the initial kinetic energy K and ω such that no classical bounce can occur. As will be
shown, this can be done for shells away from the center; however, when R approaches

√
∆, a

classical bounce seems to be an inevitable feature of the model.
Given the full expression of ε

ε(t, R) = −1 +

[
1− 2Gm

R
+

R2

2γ2∆

(
1−

√
1− 8K

γ2∆

R4ω+2

)]( r

R

)4ω
, (B1)

classical bounces are ruled out if
(
2Gm
r

+ ε
)
> 0. Moreover, away from the center, it must be

rq ≤ r ≤ R , with rq being the quantum bouncing radius. In a few steps, one can get√
1− 8K

γ2∆

R4ω+2
< 1 +

2γ2∆

R2

(
1− 2Gm

R

)
− 2γ2∆

R2

(
R

r

)4ω (
1− 2Gm

r

)
. (B2)
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The presence of a negative term in the RHS makes it non trivial to understand whether such
an expression is always positive or not. Since R/r ≥ 1 and (1− 2Gm/R) > (1− 2Gm/r), if
ω < 0 then the RHS is always positive. For ω > 0, the condition RHS > 0 can be easily
rearranged to ( r

R

)4ω
>

1− 2Gm
r

1− 2Gm
R

+ R2

2γ2∆

. (B3)

Here we will assume R > 2Gm(R) and r > 2Gm. For r < 2Gm the inequality is trivially
satisfied for each ω. Since both the right and left-hand sides are increasing in r, applying the
logarithm to both the members preserves the sign of the inequality

ω <
1

4

ln
(
1− 2Gm

r

)
− ln

(
1− 2Gm

R
+ R2

2γ2∆

)
ln
(
r
R

) . (B4)

Given that the denominator is always negative (r < R), so must be the numerator to have
the inequality satisfied for some ω > 0. This last condition is equivalent to

1− 2Gm
r

1− 2Gm
R

+ R2

2γ2∆

< 1 , (B5)

which, by eq. (B3), is always satisfied.
This short analysis showed that for

ω < min
r<R

{
1

4

ln
(
1− 2Gm

r

)
− ln

(
1− 2Gm

R
+ R2

2γ2∆

)
ln
(
r
R

) }
=: ωmax(R) (B6)

the RHS of eq. (B2) is positive. Consequently, both sides of eq. (B2) can be squared to give:

R4ω+2

8γ2∆
−R4ω+2

8γ2∆

[
1 +

2γ2∆

R2

(
1− 2Gm

R

)
− 2γ2∆

R2

(
R

r

)4ω (
1− 2Gm

r

)]2
< K(R) ≤ R4ω+2

8γ2∆
.

(B7)
Notice that the R dependence of ωmax implies that at fixed ω some shells may violate eq. (B4).
In fact, the expression for ωmax is exactly the one in eq. (3.20) with δ = 1. For this function,
it was discussed that an arbitrary small R implies an arbitrary small ωc. Even though the
discussion depends on the density profile through m(R), we expect this behavior to be a
general feature of ωmax(R) too.

That being said, if we restrict ourselves to R ≫
√
∆, then eq. (B4) holds, and the LHS

of eq. (B7) can be Taylor-expanded, giving

R4ω

2

[(
R

r

)4ω (
1− 2Gm

r

)
−
(
1− 2Gm

R

)]
+O

(
∆

R2

)
< K(R) ≤ R4ω+2

8γ2∆
. (B8)

The left hand-side is free of ∆, signaling its non-quantum nature. Additionally, it admits a
global maximum at r = 2Gm(1 + 1/4ω), so the bounds for R ≫

√
∆ can be finally rewritten

as
R4ω

2

[(
2ωR

Gm(4ω + 1)2

)
−
(
1− 2Gm

R

)]
< K(R) ≤ R4ω+2

8γ2∆
, (B9)
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neglecting O (∆/R2). All things considered, we conclude by saying that for R ≫
√
∆, there

exists a fairly wide range of K and ω, respectively satisfying eq. (B9) and eq. (B6), such
that no classical bounce is produced.
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