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Abstract: We report on work using a newly developed code, SpheriCo.jl, that com-

putes the gravitational collapse of a spherical scalar field, where the scalar can be either

a classical field, or a quantum field operator. By utilising summation-by-parts methods

for the numerical derivatives we are able to simulate the collapse longer than was possible

previously due to enhanced numerical stability. We present a suite of tests for the code

that tests its accuracy and stability, both for the classical and quantum fields. We are able

to observe critical behavior of gravitational collapse for the classical setup, in agreement

with expected results. The code is also used to compute two-point correlation functions,

with results that hint at a non-trivial correlation across the horizon of Hawking quanta.
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1 Introduction

The study of the classical problem of gravitational collapse of a scalar field with spherical

symmetry has now reached a good level of maturity, with analytic progress [1–4] as well

as numerical [5]. In particular, the phenomenon of critical collapse was identified in [6],

along with the echos that are observed as the collapse continues [6–8]. Understanding the

same system when the classical scalar is promoted to a quantum field is yet to be fully

understood, but some progress has been made in this direction [9–12] in two spacetime

dimensions. In this semiclassical system we retain a classical geometry, but its dynamics

are sourced by the expectation value of the quantum stress-energy tensor. One issue that

we face when doing this is the divergence of expectation values of quantities such as the

stress-energy tensor, meaning that we need to find suitable regularization techniques that

do not spoil the co-ordinate invariance of general relativity. One such approach is a point-

splitting procedure [13–16]. Another approach to regularization was taken in [17, 18], where

Pauli-Villar ghost fields were introduced, whose contribution to the expectation value of

the stress-energy tensor is designed to cancel the divergences. Further study was made in

[19] of the effect of radial modes, with reports on the extension to including angular modes

presented in [20].

Simulating quantum fields is inherently numerically expensive, as each mode of the

quantum field operator must be dynamically evolved and there are as many modes as there

are Fourier modes. The restriction to spherical symmetry allows for a large reduction in

numerical effort, as the angular part of the calculation may, to some extent, be performed

analytically. The cost that one pays is the appearance of spherical co-ordinate singulari-

ties, such as 1
r , in the equations of motion, which must be treated with care in numerical

simulations. Here we take the approach of redefining our dynamical variables, along with

a summation-by-parts representation of certain operators, following the approach of [21].

With this improvement we then follow [17, 18] in that we use a Pauli-Villars (PV) regular-

ization scheme. We further extend the techniques of [17, 18] by analytically computing the

relevant divergent counterterms for the Planck mass and the cosmological constant within

this PV regularization scheme.

The numerical approach we use then allows us to simulate the collapsing system for

longer times than was possible previously for the semiclassical setup, since we approximate

better the equations near the origin. By simulating quantum fields in dynamical back-

grounds we may also examine behavior that is not present in the classical system, such as

looking for Hawking radiation [22] and correlations in the scalar field between points that

are separated across the horizon [23, 24], which are interpreted as correlations between

pairs of Hawking quanta. These correlations have also been examined in the case of ana-

logue horizons [25], with correlations in fluctuations developing alongside the appearance

of the analogue horizon. In the black hole setting, initial calculations [26] suggest that such

correlations may not appear, owing to the singularity swallowing up the Hawking particle

that enters the black hole. In this paper we compute such correlations along a spacelike

hypersurface in a dynamical, asymptotically flat spacetime, where an apparent horizon

forms. For this, we have developed SpheriCo.jl [27], an open-access code written in the
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Julia programming language [28]. Even though we detect non-trivial correlation between

points inside and outside the horizon in certain setups, we believe that a more systematic

study is necessary to gain deeper understanding of this behavior and its relation to the

various parameters of the problem, such as the size of the apparent horizon.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In section 2 we introduce the equations of

motion, together with the initial and boundary data for the classical setup. In section 3

we explain the semiclassical approach of promoting the classical scalar field to a quantum

scalar field operator and the subsequent equations of motion we evolve and we describe the

regularization scheme, as well as the initial and boundary data. Section 4 is devoted to the

numerical implementation followed in SpheriCo.jl to solve the classical and semiclassical

setups. For the semiclassical case, the implementation includes both scenarios with and

without backreaction on the background geometry. In section 5 we present various con-

vergence and physical tests to validate the performance of our code on the classical setup

and similarly for the semiclassical one in section 6. Our main new result, the quantum

correlators, are in section 7. Finally, we conclude in section 8. Throughout the text, we use

the notation ḟ := ∂tf(t, r) and f ′ := ∂rf(t, r), but we also use explicit partial derivative

notation when it enhances readability. In our simulations we use units where c = ℏ = 1.

We typically take GN to be 1 or 1/8π, and we explicitly state our choice in each case.

2 The classical setup

For both the classical and semi-classical simulations we consider a spherically symmetric

four-dimensional spacetime, with line element

ds2 = −α2(t, r)dt2 +A(t, r)dr2 + r2B(t, r)
[
dθ2 + sin2 θdφ2

]
, (2.1)

where α(t, r) is the lapse function and A(t, r) and B(t, r) are scalar functions. In the

classical case, the Einstein field equations are given by

Gab + Λgab =
1

M2
Pl

Tab, (2.2)

where Gab := Rab− 1
2Rgab is the Einstein tensor, Tab is the stress-energy tensor, Λ the cos-

mological constant, MPl = (8πGN )−1/2 is the reduced Planck mass and a, b, . . . = 0, . . . , 3

run over spacetime dimensions.

Numerical evaluations of the Einstein equations in spherically symmetrical spacetimes

are often plagued by co-ordinate singularities at the origin, i.e. 1/r terms appearing in the

evolution equations. One way to circumvent this issue is by introducing convenient new

variables in order to rewrite the (second-order) Einstein equations as first-order differential

equations. Rather than evolving the system in terms of the variables α, A and B, we

follow [29] and recast it in terms of the variables

KA := − 1

2α

Ȧ

A
,

KB := − 1

2α

Ḃ

B
,

DA :=
A′

A
,

DB :=
B′

B
,

Dα :=
α′

α
,

λ :=
1

r

(
1− A

B

)
,

(2.3)
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where Ȧ := ∂tA and A′ := ∂rA. In these co-ordinates, local flatness of the metric at

r = 0 corresponds to A(t, 0) = B(t, 0), for which λ = 0, where λ is an auxiliary variable

introduced to deal with the co-ordinate singularity at r = 0. In addition, the variables KA

and DA are replaced with K and Ũ respectively, where

K := KA + 2KB, Ũ := DA − 2DB − 4Bλ

A
. (2.4)

In terms of these variables, the non-vanishing components of the Einstein tensor are

Gt
t =

1

A

[
D′

B +
1

r

(
λ+DB + Ũ − 4λB

A

)
−DB

(
DB

4
+
Ũ

2
+

2λB

A

)]
−KB(2K − 3KB), (2.5a)

Gt
r =

2

α

[
−K ′

B +

(
1

r
+
DB

2

)
(K − 3KB)

]
, (2.5b)

Gr
r =

2

α

[
K̇B −

3αK2
B

2
+

α

2r2A

(
1− A

B

)
+
αDB

2rA
+
αD2

B

8A
+
αDα

rA
+
αDBDα

2A

]
, (2.5c)

Gθ
θ =

1

α
(K̇ − K̇B)−K2 + 3KB(K −KB) +

1

2A
(D′

B + 2D′
α)

− 1

4A

[
(DB + 2Dα)

(
Ũ +DB +

4Bλ

A

)
− 4D2

α

]
+

1

2rA

(
2Dα − Ũ − 4Bλ

A

)
. (2.5d)

Here we note that the Gt
t and G

t
r components contain no time derivatives of the evolving

variables and are therefore constraint equations. They are referred to as the Hamiltonian

and momentum constraint equations, respectively and can be expressed as

H := D′
B +

1

r

(
λ+DB − Ũ − 4λB

A

)
−DB

(
DB

4
+
Ũ

2
+

2λB

A

)
−AKB(2K − 3KB)−AGt

t = 0, (2.6)

P := K ′
B −

(
1

r
+
DB

2

)
(K −KB) +

α

2
Gt

r = 0, (2.7)

where the terms Gt
t and G

t
r should be understood to be replaced by the components of

the stress-energy tensor and cosmological constant term via (2.2).

During a numerical evolution, the constraint equations (2.6) and (2.7) are violated

to some degree, which drives the numerical solution away from the physical one and can

potentially lead to code instabilities. Having a scheme that forces these constraints to

be damped during the evolution can be of great benefit. A famous example is the first

successful simulation of black hole binaries [30], where the constraint damping scheme of

[31] was utilized. Here, we attempt to minimize the numerical violation of (2.6) and (2.7)

by combining the constraint damping scheme of [32] with the regular system of [29]. The

former is based on the Z4 formulation of [33, 34] in which a 4-vector Z, is added to the
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Einstein equations:

Gab + Λgab +∇aZb +∇bZa =
1

M2
Pl

Tab + κ1 [naZb + nbZa − (1 + κ2)gabncZ
c] , (2.8)

where κ1 and κ2 are parameters that control the constraint damping. The components Za

are associated with the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints after a 3+1 decomposition

of (2.8). na are the components of the time-like normal-vector, n, orthogonal to the spatial

hypersurface γij in a 3 + 1 (ADM) decomposition of the metric,

ds2 = −α2dt2 + γijdx
idxj , (2.9)

where the hypersurface is defined as γab := gab + nanb with na satisfying naγai = 0 and

nana = −1.

As a final step to define the classical system, we must fix the redundant gauge depen-

dence of the metric (2.1). The gauge dependence is due to the freedom to choose α, which

determines how spacetime is sliced into hypersurfaces of constant time. In order to close

the system of the Einstein equations, we impose the Bona-Masso slicing condition [35] via

the evolution equation

α̇ = −2α2f(α)[K − 2Θ], (2.10)

where we choose f(α) = 2/α, often referred to as the “1 + log” condition [36]. Here

K := γij(−γaiγbj∇anb) = KA+2KB is the trace of the extrinsic curvature and Θ := −naZa

is the time-like projection of Za, which is added to (2.10) in order to ensure that the system

is strongly hyperbolic [32].

2.1 The classical equations of motion

We consider a massless spherically symmetric scalar field, Φ(t, r), with equation of motion

□Φ = 0. In order to also recast the matter sector of the Einstein equations into a first-order

differential form, we introduce the variables

Π :=

√
AB

α
Φ̇, Ψ := Φ′. (2.11)

The stress-energy tensor is Tab = ∂aΦ∂bΦ− 1
2gabg

cd∂cΦ∂dΦ, where the components in the

3 + 1 formulation read

ρ := nanbTab =
1

2A

(
Π2

B2
+Ψ2

)
, (2.12a)

jA := −naTar = − ΠΨ

B
√
A
, (2.12b)

SA := γrrTrr =
1

2A

(
Π2

B2
+Ψ2

)
, (2.12c)

SB := γθθTθθ =
1

2A

(
Π2

B2
−Ψ2

)
, (2.12d)
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and ρ := ρADM is the ADM energy density and we assume that the classical field Φ is

spherically symmetric, i.e. ∂θΦ = ∂φΦ = 0. In terms of these variables, the equations of

motion for the matter quantities read

Φ̇ =
αΠ√
AB

, (2.13a)

Π̇ =
αB√
A

[
Ψ′ +

2Ψ

r
+Ψ

(
Dα − Ũ

2
− 2Bλ

A

)]
, (2.13b)

Ψ̇ =
α√
AB

[
Π′ +Π

(
Dα − Ũ − 3DB − 4Bλ

A

)]
, (2.13c)

and for the gravitational quantities,

Ȧ = −2αA (K − 2KB) , (2.14a)

Ḃ = −2αBKB, (2.14b)

ḊB = −2α
(
K ′

B +DαKB

)
, (2.14c)

˙̃U = −2α
[
K ′ + 2DB (3KB −K)

+Dα (K − 4KB) +
4B (−3KB +K)λ

A
+

2jA
M2

p

]
, (2.14d)

K̇ =
α

A

(
2BDαλ

A
−D′

α −D2
α − 2Dα

r
+
DαŨ

2
− 2Z ′

r

)
+ 3κ1 (1 + κ2)αΘ

− α

(
4Zr

rB
+ 4KBK − 6K2

B −K2

)
+

α

M2
Pl

(
SA
2

+ SB − Λ +
ρ

2

)
, (2.14e)

K̇B =
α

A

(
BDBλ

A
+

2Bλ

rA
− Dα

r
−
D′

B

2
− DαDB

2
− DB

r
+
DBŨ

4
− λ

r
+
Ũ

2r

)

+ α

[
2Zr

rB
+KBK +

1

2M2
Pl

(SA − 2Λ− ρ)− κ1 (1 + κ2)Θ

]
, (2.14f)

λ̇ =
α

B

(
3ADBKB −ADBK +

AjA
M2

Pl

+ 2AK ′
B

)
, (2.14g)

α̇ = α (4Θ− 2K) , (2.14h)

Ḋα = 4Θ′ − 2K ′, (2.14i)

Θ̇ = α

[
−H
A

+
Z ′
r

A
+

2Zr

rB
− κ1 (2 + κ2)Θ

]
, (2.14j)

Żr = −2αP + α
(
Θ′ − κ1Zr

)
, (2.14k)

where Zr := γarZa is the space-like (radial) projection of Za. In addition, the Hamiltonian

and momentum constraints read

H = −2BDBλ

A
− 4Bλ

rA
− 2AKBK + 3AK2

B +
Aρ

M2
Pl

+D′
B − 1

2
DBŨ − 1

4
D2

B +
DB

r
+
λ

r
− Ũ

r
, (2.15a)
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P = −
(
1

2
DB +

1

r

)
(K − 3KB) +

jA
2M2

Pl

+K ′
B, (2.15b)

which are equated to (2.6) and (2.7), respectively. When simulating the classical system,

we will set the cosmological constant to vanish, i.e. Λ = 0. However, it will be kept

non-zero for the semi-classical setup with backreaction described in section 3, where it will

act as a counterterm to absorb a divergent contribution from the expectation value of the

quantised stress-energy tensor. In summary, the variables of the system can be collected

in the state vector

u =
(
Φ,Π,Ψ, A,B,DB, Ũ ,K,KB, λ, α,Dα,Θ, Zr

)T
, (2.16)

consisting of matter and gravitational quantities, complemented with Θ and Zr, which

control the violation of the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints, respectively. Here,

we have dropped the explicit dependence of the variables on the t, r co-ordinates, for

convenience.

2.2 Classical initial data and boundary conditions

To solve the evolution equations in (2.13) and (2.14) we must also provide initial data and

boundary conditions. We look for a solution in a domain of interest D by specifying a time

and radius interval for our simulation,

D =
{
(t, r) ∈ R2 : 0 ≥ t ≥ tmax, 0 ≥ r ≥ rmax

}
. (2.17)

The elements of the state vector u are then provided with initial data at (t = 0, r) and

boundary conditions at (t, r = rmax).

For the matter sector, we provide as initial data for the scalar field Φ(0, r) a Gaussian

profile of amplitude a, centred symmetrically at a radial distance b from the origin r = 0,

with a width c, i.e.,

Φ(0, r) = a

[
e−

(r−b)2

c2 + e−
(r+b)2

c2

]
. (2.18)

The two Gaussian functions centred at r = ±b are used to ensure symmetry of Φ(0, r)

around the origin r = 0. The remaining scalar variables are initiated as

Ψ(0, r) = Φ′(0, r), Π(0, r) = 0. (2.19)

The initial data parameters a, b and c for the classical scalar field profile determine whether

a black hole forms in our simulations. Specifically, we interpret black hole formation as

the dynamic emergence of an apparent horizon. The apparent horizon is located at the

outermost radius where the expansion of null rays θexp = 1√
A

(
2
r +

B′
B

)
− 2KB vanishes.

The choices of a, b and c that lead to black hole formation are referred to as supercritical

data, while those that do not result in black hole formation are called subcritical data.

On the gravitational side, the geometric quantities are initialised as

α(0, r) = B(0, r) = 1,

Dα(0, r) = DB(0, r) = K(0, r) = KB(0, r) = 0,
(2.20)
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for which the initial data for K, KB and Π trivially satisfy the momentum constraint

(2.15b). To satisfy the Hamiltonian constraint (2.15a), we start by setting A(0, 0) = 1.

With the choices (2.20), the non-zero variables in (2.15a) simplify to

Ũ(0, r) =
1

A(0, r)

[
A′(0, r)− 4λ(0, r)

]
, λ(0, r) =

1

r
[1−A(0, r)] , ρ(0, r) =

Ψ2(0, r)

2A(0, r)
,

where we have used the definitions in (2.3). With these initial values, the Hamiltonian

constraint takes the form

A′(0, r) = A(0, r)

[
1−A(0, r)

r
+

Ψ2(0, r)

2M2
Pl

r

]
. (2.21)

The initial value for A(0, r) is then obtained by integrating (2.21) over the entire radial

domain from r = 0 to rmax. Finally, the variables related to the constraint damping are

initialised as

Θ(0, r) = Zr(0, r) = 0. (2.22)

We understand the spatial boundary at r = rmax as a limitation of our numerical setup

rather than a physical boundary. Consequently, we choose to prescribe outgoing boundary

conditions at this value. This can be achieved by using the hyperbolicity analysis in

appendix A and setting the ingoing characteristic variables of the system to zero. By

solving for K, KB and DB, we obtain

DB =
√
AΘ+ Zr,

KB =

√
AΘ+ Zr

2
√
A

,

K = − 1√
2A(α− 2)

[
4
√
2AΘ+ 2Dα

√
a− 4

√
AαΘ+ 4Zr

√
α− 2

√
2Zrα−Dαα

3/2
]
.

where the argument (t, rmax) of all ingoing quantities is suppressed. For the scalar field, we

set radiative (Sommerfeld) boundary conditions [5] by setting

Ḟ(t, rmax) = −
[
voutF ′(t, r) +

F(t, r)

r

]
r=rmax

, F = {Φ,Ψ,Π},

for t ∈ [0, tmax] and vout = α/
√
A is the speed of the relevant outgoing characteristic variable

defined in (A.4).

3 The semiclassical setup

In the semiclassical approximation, the matter fields are promoted to quantum operators

Φ → Φ̂, while the gravitational degrees of freedom are treated classically, being sourced by

the expectation value of the stress tensor. This approximation holds on large spacetime

length scales where quantum gravitational effects are negligible compared to those of the
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matter sector.1 In addition, during the gravitational collapse of a scalar field to a black hole,

the curvature increase is expected to be below what is necessary to render quantum-gravity

effects important [37].

In the semiclassical framework the Einstein field equations take the form

Gab =
1

M2
Pl

[
⟨χ|T̂ab|χ⟩ − Λgab

]
, (3.1)

where T̂ab := ∂aΦ̂∂bΦ̂ − 1
2gabg

cd∂cΦ̂∂dΦ̂ and |χ⟩ is the quantum state. As we work in a

spherically symmetric geometry, it is convenient to expand the quantum field in a basis of

spherical harmonics Y m
l (θ, ϕ) as

Φ̂(t, r, θ, φ) =
∑
l,m

∫
dk
[
âklmũkl(t, r)Y

m
l (θ, φ) + â†klmũ

∗
kl(t, r)Y

m∗
l (θ, φ)

]
, (3.2)

in terms of a set of mode functions ũkl(t, r). We choose the quantum state to be a coherent

state |χ⟩ [17, 18], which has the property that the expectation value of the quantum field

operator satisfies the classical field equations and so we call it the classical field and denote it

ϕ, i.e. ϕ(t, r) := ⟨χ|Φ̂(t, r)|χ⟩. In this case, |χ⟩ is an eigenstate of the annihilation operator

âklm, such that âklm |χ⟩ = E |χ⟩, where E represents the eigenvalue. The annihilation

operator is defined to annihilate the vacuum state |0⟩, i.e. aklm |0⟩ = 0. In a dynamic

spacetime, the vacuum state is ambiguous and we choose to define it by the Minkowski

mode functions of the asymptotic past. In practice, this amounts to defining the initial

quantum data using the Minkowski spacetime solutions, as described in section 3.3.

3.1 Quantum equations of motion

Analogous to the classical setup, we formulate the equations of motion in a first-order form,

in terms of the first temporal and spatial derivatives of the field Φ̂. In addition, it proves

convenient to work with the rescaled mode functions

ukl(t, r) :=
ũkl(t, r)

rl
. (3.3)

We define the conjugate momentum and spatial derivative variables as

πkl(t, r) :=

√
AB

α
u̇kl(t, r), ψkl(t, r) := u′kl(t, r), (3.4)

so that the equations of motion take the form

u̇kl =
α√
AB

πkl, (3.5a)

ψ̇kl =
α√
AB

[(
Dα − DA

2
−DB

)
πkl + π′kl

]
, (3.5b)

1Specifically, it is valid when the characteristic length scales of the spacetime are much larger than the

Planck length, such as when the Ricci scalar satisfies R ≪ 1/l2Pl. For spacetimes describing collapsing

objects like stars or black holes, this condition is met when the mass of the object is much larger than the

Planck mass MPl.
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π̇kl =
αB√
A

[(
Dα +DB − DA

2

)(
l

r
ukl + ψkl

)
+

2(l + 1)

r
ψkl + ψ′

kl

]
+ λ

l(l + 1)

r

αB√
A
ukl − µ2α

√
ABukl, (3.5c)

where the argument (t, r) has been suppressed and we have included a mass, µ, for the

quantum field. We do this because we will soon need to introduce Pauli-Villar ghost fields

in order to regularize the stress-energy tensor and these ghost fields will be massive. We

also define

DA := Ũ + 2DB +
4λB

A
. (3.6)

3.2 Regularized Einstein equations

With a quantised matter sector, the scalar field quantities entering the stress-energy ten-

sor in (2.12) get replaced with quantum expectation values. Concretely, this entails the

substitutions
Φ2 → ⟨χ|Φ̂2|χ⟩,

Π2 → ⟨χ|Π̂2|χ⟩ := AB2

α2
⟨χ|(∂tΦ̂)2|χ⟩,

ΠΨ → ⟨χ|Π̂Ψ̂|χ⟩ :=
√
AB

α
⟨χ|∂tΦ̂∂rΦ̂|χ⟩,

(3.7)

and so on.

The expectation values of the stress-energy tensor contain UV divergences that are

directly related to the local curvature of spacetime. These divergences can therefore be

regularized using purely geometrical quantities, so that the regularized stress-energy tensor

can be expressed as

⟨χ|T̂ab|χ⟩reg = ⟨χ|T̂ab|χ⟩ − Λgab − δM2
PlGab −O(gabR

2, RacR
c
b, RacdfR

fdc
b), (3.8)

for some regularization scheme. Since the lattice breaks diffeomorphism invariance, im-

plementing the continuum curvature-invariant counterterms of (3.8) becomes challenging

in practice. One way to address this issue is through Pauli-Villars regularization2, which

introduces fictitious heavy fields to cancel out the UV divergences while conserving covari-

ance. By incorporating Pauli-Villars fields alongside the scalar field Φ̂ in the simulation,

the regularization occurs at the integrand level in momentum space, ensuring that all quan-

tities computed on the lattice are already regularized, meaning that it is not the lattice

that provides the regularization.

When introducing Pauli-Villars fields with masses O(MPV), much larger than any

physical mass scales or inverse length scales, the Pauli-Villars mass MPV effectively works

as a UV cutoff. On dimensional grounds we then expect that the counterterms in (3.8) to

depend on the Pauli-Villars mass as

Λ ∼M4
PV, δM2

Pl ∼M2
PV, (3.9)

2Recently, new point-splitting techniques for numerical simulations in this context have been proposed

in [13, 14].
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while the coefficients of the higher-order curvature invariants in (3.8) should display at

most a logarithmic dependence ofMPV. In order to ease our computational efforts, we may

set the renormalisation condition, for the range of Pauli-Villars masses we consider, to be

that the coefficients of these higher-order geometrical terms vanish. Then we need only

determine the counterterms necessary to cancel the quartic and quadratic divergences in

(3.9).

While a single Pauli-Villars field is sufficient to cancel the original divergences in the

stress-energy tensor components caused by the physical field Φ̂, the added Pauli-Villars

field introduces new divergences proportional to the Pauli-Villars mass MPV. As described

in detail in [18], it turns out that adding five Pauli-Villars ghost fields is sufficient to fully

regularize the system. In order to incorporate the Pauli-Villars ghost fields, the matter

Lagrangian can be extended to

Lmatter = −
5∑

n=0

(−1)n
[
1

2
∂µΦ̂n∂

µΦ̂n + 1
2µ

2
nΦ̂n

]
, (3.10)

where the index choice n = 0 corresponds to the physical field Φ̂0 := Φ̂, while n = 1, . . . , 5

denote the ghost fields. The mode expansion of the extended scalar sector is analogous to

the single-field case in (3.2), i.e.,

Φ̂n(t, r) =
∑
l,m

∫
dk
[
âklm;nũkl;n(t, r)Y

m
l (θ, φ) + â†klm;nũ

∗
kl;n(t, r)Y

m∗
l (θ, φ)

]
. (3.11)

The mass of the physical field is µ0 = 0 and the masses of the Pauli-Villars fields can be

set to

µ1 = µ3 =MPV, µ2 = µ4 =
√
3MPV, µ5 = 2MPV, (3.12)

so as to regulate the theory.

Due to diffeomorphism invariance of the theory and the Pauli-Villar regulator, any

stress tensor counterterm must be expressible as metric/curvature tensors, or their covari-

ant derivatives. The coefficients of these terms may be discovered by computing the stress

tensor on different backgrounds. For example, putting the quantum field on Minkowski

spacetime allows us to compute the coefficient of the gab counterterm. However, this geom-

etry will not allow us to compute the Gab counterterm, because Gab vanishes for Minkowski.

One way to compute the Gab counterterm is to put the quantum field on a cosmological

FRW geometry and if we consider a slowly expanding geometry then we may perform a

WKB analysis to compute the coefficient. This calculation is performed in Appdendix C

and we find the general form of the expectation value of the stress-energy tensor to be

⟨χ|T̂ab|χ⟩ = finite− ln

(
39

1216

)
M4

PV

8(2π)2
gab + ln

(
24

33

)
M2

PV

12(2π)2
Gab +O(gabR

2, . . . ). (3.13)

This then sets the counterterms in (3.9) to

Λ = ln

(
39

1216

)
M4

PV

8(2π)2
, δM2

Pl = − ln

(
24

33

)
M2

PV

12(2π)2
. (3.14)
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With these counterterms, the effective cosmological constant is set to recover Minkowski

spacetime when the matter sector corresponds to vacuum (i.e. when ϕ := ⟨Φ̂⟩ = 0). In

addition, the Planck mass counterterm δM2
Pl allows us to define an effective Planck mass

M2
Pl,eff :=M2

Pl − ln

(
24

33

)
M2

PV

12(2π)2
, (3.15)

which will be used in the simulation when backreaction is considered.

With the extended matter sector of (3.10), the quantum expectation values entering

the stress-energy tensor quantities are

⟨χ|Φ̂2|χ⟩ = ϕ2 +
ℏc2

4π

5∑
n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n(2l + 1)|ũkl;n|2, (3.16a)

⟨χ|(∂tΦ̂)2|χ⟩ = (∂tϕ)
2 +

ℏc2

4π

5∑
n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n(2l + 1)|∂tũkl;n|2, (3.16b)

⟨χ|(∂rΦ̂)2|χ⟩ = (∂rϕ)
2 +

ℏc2

4π

5∑
n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n(2l + 1)|∂rũkl;n|2, (3.16c)

⟨χ|∂tΦ̂∂rΦ̂|χ⟩ = ∂tϕ∂rϕ+
ℏc2

4π

5∑
n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n(2l + 1)12

[
∂tũkl;n∂rũ

∗
kl;n + ∂rũkl;n∂tũ

∗
kl;n

]
,

(3.16d)

⟨χ|(∂θΦ̂)2|χ⟩ = (∂θϕ)
2 +

ℏc2

4π

5∑
n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n 1

2 l(l + 1)(2l + 1)|ũkl;n|2, (3.16e)

where we have defined Ô :=
∑5

n=0 Ôn and the display of ℏ emphasizes the quantum

contributions. The temporal and spatial derivatives of ũkl;n appearing in (3.16) are related

to the rescaled variable ukl;n of (3.3) as

∂tũkl;n = rl
α√
AB

πkl;n, ∂rũkl;n = lrl−1ukl;n + rlψkl;n. (3.17)

By using the above expectation values in the expressions for the projections ρ, jA, SA and

SB of the stress-energy tensor in (2.12), the new components of the semi-classical stress-

energy tensor separates into classical and quantum contributions as

ρ = ρcl +
ℏc2

4π
ρqu, (3.18a)

jA = jA,cl +
ℏc2

4π
jA,qu, (3.18b)

SA = SA,cl +
ℏc2

4π
SA,qu, (3.18c)

SB = SB,cl +
ℏc2

4π
SB,qu. (3.18d)

The classical components are given as in (2.12) and the quantum components are defined

as

ρqu :=

5∑
n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n

[
2l + 1

2α2
|∂tũkl;n|2 +

2l + 1

2A
|∂rũkl;n|2
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+
l(l + 1)(2l + 1)

2B
|rl−1ũkl;n|2 +

µ2n
2
|ũkl;n|2

]
, (3.19a)

jA,qu := −
5∑

n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n

2l + 1

2α
[∂tũkl;n∂rũkl;n + ∂rũkl;a∂tũkl;n] , (3.19b)

SA,qu :=

5∑
n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n

[
2l + 1

2α2
|∂tũkl;n|2 +

2l + 1

2A
|∂rũkl;n|2

− l(l + 1)(2l + 1)

2B
|rl−1ũkl;n|2 −

µ2n
2
|ũkl;n|2

]
, (3.19c)

SB,qu :=
5∑

n=0

∑
l

∫
dk (−1)n

[
2l + 1

2α2
|∂tũkl;n|2 +

2l + 1

2A
|∂rũkl;n|2 −

µ2n
2
|ũkl;n|2

]
. (3.19d)

3.3 Quantum initial data and boundary conditions

The quantum evolution equations must be specified with appropriate initial conditions.

Minkowski space initial data provides a natural starting point, as it reflects the asymptot-

ically flat spacetime typical of realistic gravitational collapse scenarios. With this choice,

the mode solution to the equation of motion □Φ̂n = µ2nΦ̂ is given by

uMink
kl;n (t, r) =

k
√
πωn

jl(kr)

rl
e−iωnt, (3.20)

where ωn =
√
k2 + µ2n and jl(kr) are the spherical Bessel functions of the first kind. The

initial conditions for the scalar and Pauli-Villars fields at t = 0 are then given by

ukl;n(0, r) =
k

√
πωn

jl(kr)

rl
, (3.21a)

ψkl;n(0, r) =
k

√
πωn

[
∂rjl(kr)

rl
− ljl(kr)

rl+1

]
, (3.21b)

πkl;n(0, r) = −iωn
k

√
πωn

jl(kr)

rl
. (3.21c)

The boundary conditions for the quantum modes at rmax are the same as those for the

classical scalar fields, namely, radiative.

4 Numerical implementation

To simulate the system described by (2.13), (2.14) and (3.5), we discretise it on a uniform

grid for the radial co-ordinate r ∈ [0, rmax]. In order to take derivatives at r = 0 using

finite-difference operators to second-order accuracy, as described in section 4.1, we include

two ghost points on the radial grid. Given a maximal radial co-ordinate rmax and number

of radial points Nr, the grid spacing is h = rmax/(Nr − 3), where the two ghost points are

located at the left of the origin r = 0, such that the radial grid is {−2h,−h, 0, h, . . . , (Nr−
3)h}.
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When simulating fields of a given wavelength λ̃, we must require that the radial grid

spacing is much smaller than the smallest wavelength, i.e. h ≪ λ̃min := 2π/kmax, in order

for the lattice to resolve it. For the discrete time step dt we require that (dt)−1 ≫ ωmax :=√
k2max + (µ5)2, where µ5 = 2MPV is the mass of the heaviest Pauli-Villars ghost field, in

order to have enough resolution in time to resolve the fastest oscillations in the simulation.

For the Pauli-Villars masses, we needMPV ≫ 2π/λ̃, so that the ghost fields do not influence

the dynamics of the physical field. In practise, to calculate λ̃ for the physical field, we

consider twice the radial distance between the maximum of Φ(0, r) and the location where

it has dropped to 5% of the maximum.

4.1 Finite difference operators

We denote as fi = f(ri) the discrete approximation of a continuous function f(r) at the

point r = ri of our radial grid. At the beginning of every timestep, we populate the ghost

points via

f(−h) = f(h) , f(−2h) = f(2h) ,

for the even variables and with

f(−h) = −f(h) , f(−2h) = −f(2h) ,

for the odd ones. We use the centred finite difference (FD) operator

Drfi :=
fi+1 − fi−1

2h
, (4.1)

to approximate ∂rf(ri) with error O(h2) for the grid points {0, h, . . . , (Nr − 4)h}. At the
last grid point rmax = (Nr − 3)h, we use the backward finite difference operator

DrfNr−3 :=
fNr−3 − fNr−4

h
, (4.2)

that is accurate to first order. We refer to Dr as the standard FD operator and use it to

replace all the first order radial derivatives that appear on the right-hand-side (RHS) of

our evolution equations.

Both in the classical (2.13)–(2.14) and quantum (3.5) evolution systems there are

terms ∼ g/r, with g a regular odd function. Even though these terms are regular, they

can lead to code instabilities that develop in the region around r = 0. This problem is

especially difficult in the quantum system as the mode number l increases. For very large l

the differential equation actually becomes stiff, as the l/r terms in (3.5c) dominate over

the derivative terms in size near r = 0. Stiff systems can be evolved by using appro-

priate time integrators such as implicit-explicit Runge-Kutta (RK) schemes [38]. Here,

we take a different approach to mitigate this problem by using the second-order accurate

summation-by-parts (SBP) operators of [21]. We justify this choice in section 4.2. Denot-

ing these second-order SBP operators as D̃r(l), they approximate a radial derivative of an

odd function g(r) that is regular at r = 0 according to

D̃r(l) gi = g′(ri) +
l g(ri)

ri
+O(h2) ,

– 14 –



where l is a positive integer. The operation D̃r(l) gi is calculated via

D̃r(l) gi :=
wi+1 gi+1 − wi−1 gi−1

wi 2h
,

for the grid points {h, . . . , (Nr−4)h}, where wi are yet-to-be determined weight functions.

Since g vanishes on the grid point r0 = 0, we can use the l’Hôpital rule, such that D̃r(l) g0 =

(1 + l) g′(r0), or

D̃r(l) g0 := (1 + l)
g1 − g−1

2h
.

Finally, at the last gridpoint rmax = (Nr − 3)h we apply the backward SBP operator

D̃r(l) gNr−3 :=
wNr−3 gNr−3 − wNr−4 gNr−4

wNr−3 h
,

which is first-order accurate. To complete this calculation, we need the weights wi. To

obtain them we first define wi := il w̄i. Then, we set

w̄0 =
l!

2l
, w̄1 = (1 + l)w̄0 ,

and solve the recursive relation

w̄i =
2(l + 1)

i

(
1− 1

i

)l

w̄i−1 +

(
1− 2

i

)l+1

w̄i−2 ,

for 2 ≤ i ≤ Nr − 3. Note that these weights are different for different values of l. The

interested reader can find more details on this and higher-order accurate SBP operators

in [21].

4.2 Approximating ∼ 1/r terms

The SBP operators of [21] were developed for the wave equation on a flat spacetime (of

arbitrary dimensions), which after a spherical harmonic decomposition and a first-order

reduction provides the system

ψ̇ = π′ , π̇ = ψ′ + p
ψ

r
, (4.3)

where p is a positive integer that combines the spherical harmonic index and the space

dimension.3 This evolution system admits the energy

E =
1

2

∫ R

0
dr
(
π2 + ψ2

)
rp, (4.4)

so well-posedness of the associated initial boundary value problem (with appropriate initial

and boundary data) can be shown using this energy. The SBP operators of [21] are con-

structed in a way that they respect a discrete version of this energy. Consequently, these

3In [21], p = 2l + n, where n+ 1 is the dimension of space and l is a spherical harmonic index.
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operators guarantee the stability of the numerical simulation without the need of artifi-

cial dissipation. In [21] the theoretically expected convergence rate was demonstrated for

second- and fourth-order SBP operators, in a discretized version of the energy norm (4.4)

as well as pointwisely for the rescaled variables rp/2π and rp/2ψ.

The main motivation for choosing these specific SBP operators is that the system

(4.3) matches our evolved quantum system (3.5b)–(3.5c) for a flat background, with µ = 0

and p = 2(l + 1). However, since we are interested in non-flat spacetimes, we extrapolate

the use of these SBP operators. In particular, we combine Dr and D̃r(l) to replace all

terms ∼ lg(r)/r in the RHS of our evolution equations – both classical and quantum – as

D̃r(l) gi −Drgi =
l g(ri)

ri
+O(h2) .

For the classical system (2.13)–(2.14), we perform the following replacements:

D̃r(1)Ψi −DrΨi ≃
Ψ(ri)

ri
,

D̃r(1)λi −Drλi ≃
λ(ri)

ri
,

D̃r(1)Dα,i −DrDα,i ≃
Dα(ri)

ri
,

D̃r(1)Zr,i −DrZr,i ≃
Zr(ri)

ri
,

D̃r(1)DB,i −DrDB,i ≃
DB(ri)

ri
,

D̃r(1)Ũi −DrŨi ≃
Ũ(ri)

ri
.

(4.5)

where ≃ denotes equality up to O(h2) errors. We made the choice to use D̃r(1) in all the

classical equations, even though in some cases D̃r(2) would be more appropriate, because

empirically it seemed that otherwise the calculation of the Hamiltonian constraint (2.15a)

was somewhat noisy (although the noise had a very small amplitude and it did not ruin the

stability of the simulation). We suspect that this is related to the fact that the weights wi

have different values for different l. According to [21], using D̃r(1) on a centered grid is

identical to the Evans method [39], which has been used previously in critical collapse

studies [40].

In the evolution system for the quantum modes (3.5), we make the replacements

D̃r(l + 1)ψkl;n,i −Drψkl;n,i ≃
(l + 1)ψkl;n,i(ri)

ri
, (4.6)

and

D̃r(l)DA,i −DrDA,i ≃
lDA(ri)

ri
,

D̃r(l)DB,i −DrDB,i ≃
lDB(ri)

ri
,

D̃r(l)Dα,i −DrDα,i ≃
lDα(ri)

ri
,

D̃r(l)λi −Drλi ≃
lλ(ri)

ri
,

(4.7)

where we first calculate DA = Ũ +2DB + 4Bλ
A from the evolved variables. If we had chosen

to replace all the above RHSs with l
(
D̃r(1)−Dr

)
instead, the simulation becomes unstable

as l increases. This is expected since the stiff term ∼ l/r is the main contribution of the

RHS and it is not accurately resolved.

Finally, we need to calculate the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints (2.15a) and

(2.15b) since they are needed for the constraint damping evolution equations of Θ and Zr,
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respectively. The replacements in (4.5) are sufficient to calculate the Hamiltonian con-

straint, but not the momentum constraint. We do not have any auxiliary variable similar

to λ to regularize the term (K − 3KB)/r in the momentum constraint (2.15b). Neverthe-

less, in principle K − 3KB should vanish at r = 0 due to the fact that the space should

remain locally flat there (see e.g. chapter 10 of [5]). Even though K − 3KB is an even

function of r, we still use (D̃r(1)−Dr)(K − 3KB)i to approximate (K(ri)− 3KB(ri))/ri.

We have also tried to simply replace its value at r = 0 using the l’Hôspital rule, but this

approach caused instabilities to develop.

4.3 Technical details and features

Here we outline various details of the structure of SpheriCo.jl relevant to the simulations.

Time integration. The time evolution is performed using the method of lines [5] with

the third-order Adams-Bashford (AB3) integrator. Since this method requires data from

three distinct timesteps, we use the explicit fourth-order Runge-Kutta (RK4) integrator

for the first and second timesteps. While AB3 is faster than RK4, it is less accurate and

typically requires a smaller timestep to be stable [41]. Nevertheless, given that we need to

evolve a large system with as many quantum modes as possible, we chose AB3 for speed.

Artificial dissipation. It is common for finite difference numerical schemes to include

artificial dissipation to control high frequency perturbations that are not resolved by the

grid spacing. Even though we use SBP operators that in principle do not require artificial

dissipation, we still add this option since we heavily extrapolate their use past their original

purpose. We use the standard fourth-order Kreiss-Oliger dissipation [42] by modifying the

RHS of our evolution equations via

RHS (∂tfi) → RHS (∂tfi)− σ
fi−2 − 4fi−1 + 6fi − 4fi+1 + fi+2

16h
, (4.8)

with 0 < σ < 1, for the grid points {0, h, . . . , (Nr − 5)h}. Here, it becomes apparent why

we include two and not just one ghost point on the left of r = 0. For the last two grid

points {(Nr − 4)h, (Nr − 3)h} we apply

RHS (∂tfi) → RHS (∂tfi)− σ
fi−4 − 4fi−3 + 6fi−2 − 4fi−1 + fi

16h
. (4.9)

Initial data generation. When we generate initial data we need to integrate equation

(2.21) to obtain A(ri), after providing A(r0). The RHS of this equation involves Ψi (the

discretized version of Ψ(0, r)), which is provided only on the grid points. We want to

integrate using RK4, such that we provide initial data with error smaller than O(h2), which

is the dominant error introduced during the evolution by the finite difference operators.

Since RK4 involves steps between the grid points ri and ri+1, we need the value of Ψ(0, r) in

this interval. We obtain this using a third-order spline interpolation, provided by the Julia

package Interpolations.jl [43]. Due to the third-order accuracy of the interpolation

method, we expect the error in the integrated initial data to be O(h3).
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Discretized quantum modes and asymptotic flatness. In the discretized version

of the quantum field operator Φ̂n of (3.11), the integral over momentum k is replaced

with a discrete and finite sum, ranging from 0 to kmax. Likewise, the quantum number

l ranges from 0 to lmax, with the representation of the quantum field operator becoming

more accurate as kmax and lmax increase. The quantum numbers kmax and lmax play different

roles in achieving a higher degree of accuracy. As discussed already in [18], it is found

empirically that, broadly speaking, lmax parametrizes the spatial region over which the

expectation value ⟨χ|T̂ab|χ⟩ is well-represented, while kmax determines how well ⟨χ|T̂ab|χ⟩
is represented within that spatial region. In order to find an appropriate choice for lmax

and kmax, we note that the vacuum field configuration should correspond to a Minkowski

spacetime. By using Minkowski mode functions and setting the classical part to zero

(ϕ = 0), we found empirically that the ratio lmax/kmax ≃ 3 leads to a sufficiently large

r-domain in which ⟨χ|T̂ab|χ⟩ vanishes to sufficient accuracy. In order to further guarantee

asymptotic flatness in our simulations, we introduce a filter function F (r) that suppress

field sources at large r. It is configured as a smooth step function with a transition around

a chosen radial point rcut. We define the outermost point of the radial numerical domain

that is causally disconnected from rmax as rcausal := rmax − tmax − dt. We typically choose

rcausal < rcut < rmax. The filter function is set as

F (r) =
1

2
[1 + tanh(rpcut − rp)] , p ∈ R, (4.10)

which transitions from one to zero around r = rcut, approaching one as r < rcut and zero

as r > rcut, with the steepness controlled by the parameter p. We set p = 1, unless

stated otherwise explicitly. The filter function is then applied by convolution to the stress-

energy tensor quantities in (3.19) as well as the cosmological constant Λ, such that e.g.

ρqu(t, r) → F (r)ρqu(t, r) and so on. Empirically we find that our simulations are more

robust when the filter is also applied first in the individual quantities of (3.19) by setting

r → F (r)r. This filter is different from artificial dissipation and is used to protect the

simulations from numerical instabilities developing at rmax.

Infalling outer boundary. The code provides the option for an evolution setup where

the outer boundary rmax is infalling at the speed of light. With this option, the resolution

near the origin of the radial domain increases with time, a technique that has been very

useful in the study of critical phenomena [7, 44]. In [7] the setup uses a double null folliation,

whereas in [44] it is a spacelike formulation which includes a dynamical shift condition,

that allows for the outer boundary to drop without regridding. In our formulation, the

shift vanishes, so we perform the drop of rmax by a regridding after every timestep by

setting rmax → rmax − t, with t the simulation time and generating a new uniform grid with

the same number of points Nr, but smaller h. After each regridding, we need to project all

our evolved variables on the new grid, a process that requires interpolation. Again, we use

the third-order spline interpolation from Interpolations.jl. This numerical algorithm

is computationally expensive and it is probably more efficient to include a dynamical shift

in the formulation, but we leave this for future development.
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Parallelization. Since the evolution equations for the quantum modes (3.5) are indepen-

dent for each mode ukl;n, we can easily parallelize them using Julia’s Threads.@threads

command. We also parallelize the calculation of the stress-energy tensor expectation val-

ues (3.19) in the same way, where we approximate
∫
dk with

∑
k dk. The current version

of the code can only run on a CPU. Given how much the independent evolution equations

grow with increasing the kmax and lmax of the quantum modes, it seems that adapting the

code to also run in parallel on a GPU would be beneficial in terms of speed. This however

might include major changes in the architecture of the code, so we leave such an exploration

for the future.

Constraint damping. The code provides the choice for damping or no damping of

the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints via the variables Θ and Zr. In principle, the

classical evolution system (2.13)–(2.14) damps the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints

during the evolution, where the amount of damping is controlled by the parameters κ1 and

κ2. However, in our numerical tests we noticed instabilities related to the coupling of Θ

and Zr to (2.14e), (2.14f), (2.14h) and (2.14i) for subcritical data. These instabilities seem

to originate from r = 0 and so we believe they are related to the way we approximate

numerically the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints (2.15a) and (2.15b). In addition,

as we show in subsection 5.3, even for supercritical data including constraint damping does

not improve the violation of (2.15a) and (2.15b), which defeats their purpose of evolving

Θ and Zr. However, we should mention here that our formulation and evolved variables

are different than those in [32], where a conformal splitting is also used (conformal factor

in front of the spatial metric). Furthermore, we do not include any damping of reduction

constraints, which might also make an important difference [45]. To provide the choice of

turning off the damping, we perform Θ → damping × Θ and Zr → damping × Zr (and

their derivatives) in the evolution equations (2.14e), (2.14f), (2.14h) and (2.14i). If one

sets damping = 0, then there is no coupling between Θ and Zr to the rest of the equations,

even though Θ and Zr are still evolving and provide information about the amount of

constraint violation during the evolution.

5 Code validation: classical setup

We perform a number of tests to check the validity of our code. In this section we focus on

the classical setup and perform different convergence tests, as well as physical tests that

attempt to reproduce results from the literature.

5.1 Convergence

The dominant error of our numerical scheme comes from the second-order accurate FD

operators (both standard and SBP). For any function f we expect f = fh +O(h2), with f

the exact solution and fh the numerical approximation. For the convergence tests, we solve

the same system of evolution equations with the same given data, with coarse, medium and

fine resolutions and inspect the rate at which the numerical error of the solution decreases.

The value of the theoretically expected convergence rate Q is dictated by the resolutions
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and the order of accuracy q via

Q =
hqc − hqm
hqm − hqf

, (5.1)

where hc, hm and hf denote the grid spacing for the coarse, medium and fine resolutions,

respectively. We define these grid spacings to correspond to Nr = {1027, 2051, 4099},
such that we half the grid spacing every time we increase the resolution. These choices

of resolutions, combined with the second-order accuracy, yield Q = 4 for our tests. If

the solution exhibits perfect second-order convergence, then we expect to see fc − fm =

Q(fm−ff), which is what we monitor in the simulations. For each resolution we set dt = h/8,

which satisfies the Courant–Friedrichs–Lewy (CFL) condition [5]. For these tests, our

computational domain is defined by tmax = 15 and rmax = 30. We present the data only

in the part of the radial domain that is causally disconnected from rmax. In principle,

we could consider the whole radial domain since we have implemented outgoing boundary

conditions that should control numerical reflections at rmax. However, the implemented

outgoing boundary conditions for the quantum modes do not preserve their standing wave

behavior in Minkowski spacetime, which is a validation test we perform in subsection 6.1,

but are useful for numerical stability when backreaction is included. Therefore, in the

semiclassical case, we are forced to consider only r ∈ [0, rcausal] when we interpret our

results, and for consistency we choose to do the same in the classical setup as well.

The scalar field initial data are given by (2.18) with b = 5, c = 2 and a = 0.5

for supercritical data or a = 0.05 for subcritical data. In this test there is no artificial

dissipation, i.e. σ = 0 in (4.8)–(4.9) and we turn off the constraint damping. We calculate

the error between the resolutions by

fcm := fc− ⊥m
c fm, fmf :=⊥m

c fm− ⊥f
c ff, (5.2)

where ⊥m
c denotes projection of the medium to the coarse resolution, i.e., we consider only

the common points and similarly for ⊥f
c. In figure 1 and figure 2 we see good pointwise

convergence of the scalar field Φ, lapse α, absolute value of the Hamiltonian |H| and

momentum |P | constraints, for supercritical and subcritical data, respectively.

In appendix A we show that the classical evolution system (2.13)–(2.14) is strongly

hyperbolic and so its initial value problem is well-posed in the L2-norm (A.10). In ad-

dition to the pointwise convergence tests, we also perform norm convergence tests in a

discretized version of (A.10), given by (5.3). We obtain the errors as defined in (5.2) for

each gridfunction of the state vector u and calculate

||ucm||2hc
:=

rcausal∑
r=0

∑
j

u2
cm,j hc, (5.3)

and similarly for ||umf||hc . Here j labels the different elements in the state vector u. In

figure 3 we demonstrate good second-order convergence in the discretized L2-norm (5.3), for

our supercritical and subcritical data with a = {0.5, 0.05}, b = 5 and c = 2. In appendix D

we repeat these tests including artificial dissipation with σ = 0.02, which also exhibit good

second-order convergence.
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Figure 1. Supercritical data: pointwise convergence for Φ, α, |H|, |P | at tmax. The overlap of Φcm

with 4Φmf (similarly for the other gridfunctions) indicates good second-order convergence.

2 10 5

10 5

0

10 5

t=15.0
cm

4 mf

10 3

10 5

10 7

10 9

|Hcm|
4 |Hmf|

0 5 10 15
r

3 10 5

0

3 10 5

cm

4 mf

0 5 10 15
r

10 3

10 5

10 7

10 9

|Pcm|
4 |Pmf|

Figure 2. Subcritical data: pointwise convergence for Φ, α, |H|, |P | at tmax. We see again good

second order convergence, indicated by the overlap of the rescaled grid functions.

5.2 Robust stability

We also perform convergence tests with noisy data, typically called robust stability tests.

These often form standard testbeds for numerical relativity codes [46] and have been widely

performed in the literature [47–51]. Briefly, numerical stability can be understood as the

discrete analog of well-posedness, where the numerical solution is controlled by the given

data, in some discretized norm, in which the initial data are controlled. We will not expand

more on numerical stability, but the interested reader can find more information e.g in [52].

For these tests, the initial data are the same as in the previous subsection, with the
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Figure 3. Norm convergence for supercritical (left) and subcritical (right) data, with smooth

initial data. Both setups exhibit good second-order convergence, indicated by the good overlap of

the rescaled norms.

addition of random noise on top, with amplitude Ah. We add random noise to provide a

more demanding test for our code, since often instabilities can develop due to noisy data

that are initially small (e.g. due to round-off errors) and increase in time. Hence, the

random noise simulates numerical error, in an exaggerated form. To obtain initial data

controlled in the L2-norm (5.3), we need to scale the amplitude Ah appropriately for the

different resolutions. Since we halve the grid spacing every time we increase resolution,

we need to drop the amplitude by a factor of four to have initial data that converge to

second-order in the L2-norm, i.e.,

||uh(0, ri)||
||uh/2(0, ri)||

=
Ah

Ah/2
= 4. (5.4)

Here we have assumed that the smooth part of all the initial data vanishes, for simplicity.

While this is not the case in our initial data, it helps to provide an understanding of our

chosen scaling for Ah.

For these tests we choose the resolutions Nr = {1027, 2051, 4099, 8195, 16387}, which
we label by D = {3, 4, 5, 6, 7} respectively, since we follow Nr = 128 · 2D + 3. We tune

the random noise amplitude at resolution D via AhD
= 10−3/4D. With this choice, A2

hD

is above the round-off error O(10−16) for all resolutions apart from D = 7, where it is

the same order of magnitude as the round-off error. This allows us to test also the non-

linear part of the equations, as in [47]. By calculating the discretized L2-norm (5.3) and

forming ratios like ||u34||/||u45|| etc., we expect to obtain the convergence rate Q, where

here 3, 4, 5 denote the different resolutions. In practice, we consider the test as passed

when the numerically computed convergence rate gets closer to the theoretical value of

four with increasing resolution and for longer. This is exactly the behavior we see in

figure 4 and is qualitatively compatible with the findings of other passed robust stability

tests in the literature [48–50]. Furthermore, were an instability triggered in these tests, we

would expect to see a rather different picture (the numerical convergence rate would be

driven away from the theoretical value faster with increasing resolution, see e.g. the robust

stability tests for weakly hyperbolic systems in [51]). The amount of artificial dissipation,
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Figure 4. Robust stability tests for supercritical (left) and subcritical (right) data with b = 5,

c = 2 with a = 0.5 and a = 0.05, respectively, for Φ(0, r). The amplitude of the random noise is

high enough (AhD
= 10−3/4D) to probe both the linear and non-linear terms of the classical setup

(2.13)–(2.14). We observe that as the resolution increases, the numerically computed convergence

rate approaches the theoretical value of four, and the convergence continues for a longer duration.

We interpret this as numerical evidence for stability and convergence of our code. Note that in this

setup there is no artificial dissipation.

the CFL, as well as the noise amplitude Ah can affect the picture. In appendix D we

provide more robust stability tests.

5.3 Constraint violation

The classical initial data described in section 2.2 exactly satisfy the momentum constraint

(2.15b) but introduce some violation of the Hamiltonian constraint (2.15a) due to numerical

error. During the evolution, the violations of the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints

increase due to accumulation of numerical errors, but as shown in section 5.1, this violation

decreases with increasing resolution, following second-order convergence. Here, we wish to

test the performance of the constraint damping scheme that we have implemented by

including the variables Θ and Zr with evolution equations (2.14j) and (2.14k), respectively.

Unfortunately, our implementation of the constraint damping is unstable for both

supercritical and subcritical data. The instability grows much faster for subcritical data

near the origin, whereas for supercritical data the collapse of the lapse function α inside

the apparent horizon slows it down and allows us to perform some diagnostic tests. We

choose the supercritical initial data of subsection 5.1, namely a = 0.5, b = 5 and c = 2

in (2.18), discretized by Nr = 4099, dt = h/8, with rmax = 30, tmax = 15 and no artificial

dissipation. To investigate the performance of the implemented constraint damping, we

perform a simulation with damping turned off (such that Θ and Zr do not couple to

the rest of the evolution equations) and compare it against simulations with damping

turned on, for different values of the parameters κ1 and κ2. We refer to the former as

no-damping and the latter as with-damping. We report with-damping explorations for

(κ1, κ2) = {(0.002, 0), (0, 0.002), (0.02, 0), (0, 0.02)}, which we label by 1 − 4. The no-

damping case is labeled with 0.
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Figure 5. L2-norm of the Hamiltonian (left) and momentum (right) constraint violation,

in time. We label as 0 the no-damping and as 1 − 4 the with-damping for (κ1, κ2) =

{(0.002, 0), (0, 0.002), (0.02, 0), (0, 0.02)}. The Hamiltonian constraint violation is greater for all

the with-damping cases, at all times. The momentum constraint violation is successfully damped

for a brief period, for all with-damping simulations.

In all the with-damping simulations the code crashes around t = 13.9. In figures 5, 6,

7, 8, we present the results until around t = 8, because later the violation grows too big to

meaningfully compared with the no-damping case. In figure 5 we show the Hamiltonian-

(H) and momentum constraint (P ) violation in time, by evaluating the expressions (2.15a),

(2.15b), respectively, and compute their discretized L2-norm

||fh||2h :=

rcausal∑
r=0

f2hh, (5.5)

where in this case the grid function is fh = {H,P}. In figure 5 see that the Hamiltonian

constraint violation is always greater for the with-damping cases, irrespective of the choice

of κ1 and κ2. In contrast, the momentum constraint violation, after initially growing larger

for the with-damping cases, is successfully damped below that of the no-damping one, up

until around t = 6. After this, it again grows larger than the no-damping case, which has

reached a plateau.

We emphasize that even though the constraint damping we implemented is based

on [32], we evolve different variables and we have not implemented damping of the reduction

constraints, which could be important [45]. Hence, we also examine the reduction constraint

violation in time, by computing their L2-norm. For our system, we define the reduction

constraints violation as

ϵ(DA) :=
A′

A
−DA =

A′

A
− Ũ − 2DB − 4Bλ

A
, (5.6a)

ϵ(DB) :=
B′

B
−DB , (5.6b)

ϵ(Dα) :=
α′

α
−Dα , (5.6c)

which we evaluate in post-processing from our evolved variables, using the standard second-

order accurate FD operator (4.1), and (4.2) at rmax. In figure 6 we see that the violation of
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Figure 6. L2-norm of the violation for the reduction constraints of DA (left), DB (middle) and

Dα (right), in time. We label as 0 the no-damping and as 1 − 4 the with-damping for (κ1, κ2) =

{(0.002, 0), (0, 0.002), (0.02, 0), (0, 0.02)}. The violation is similar for all cases, both no- and with-

damping.
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Figure 7. The absolute value of the Hamiltonian (left) and momentum (right) constraint vi-

olation, in the radial domain that is causally disconnected from rmax, at t = 8.02734375. The

subscript 0 labels the no-damping case and the subscripts 1 − 4 the with-damping case for

(κ1, κ2) = {(0.002, 0), (0, 0.002), (0.02, 0), (0, 0.02)}. For both constraints, the violation is greater

in the with-damping case, especially in the region r = (6, 8), except from r = 0 for the momentum

constraint.

the reduction constraints grows during the evolution in the same way for all cases, both no-

and with-damping. This is expected, since we have not implemented any scheme for the

damping of reduction constraints at this stage. In figures 7 and 8 we show the violation of

the Hamiltonian and momentum as well as reduction constraints, respectively, at t ≃ 8. For

the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints, the violation is greater for the with-damping

cases, especially in the region r = (6, 8), which eventually grows significantly, leading to

the crashing of the code (the relevant evolved variables Θ and Zr become very steep in this

region). The reduction constraints violation is very similar for all cases, both no- and with-

damping, which is expected. We do notice a significant violation in the region r = (6, 8)

as well, especially for DA, DB. It is possible that this has an important contribution to

the growth of the Hamiltonian and momentum constraint violation and eventually the
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Figure 8. The absolute value of the violation for the reduction constraints of DA (left),

DB (middle) and Dα (right), in the radial domain that is causally disconnected from rmax, at

t = 8.02734375. We label as 0 the no-damping and as 1 − 4 the with-damping for (κ1, κ2) =

{(0.002, 0), (0, 0.002), (0.02, 0), (0, 0.02)}. The violation is similar for all cases.

crashing of the code, but it is not clear to us at this stage how much. We have also experi-

mented with the values (κ1, κ2) = {(0.002, 0.002), (0.02, 0.02), (0.2, 0), (0, 0.2), (0.2, 0.2)},
but their results are very similar. We leave further investigation and development on this

topic for future work.

5.4 Critical phenomena

Critical phenomena in gravitational collapse were first discovered numerically by Choptuik

[6] and have since then been studied extensively; see [53] for a review and related references.

Choptuik’s prototypical example is a massless scalar field, minimally coupled to gravity,

the same as our classical setup.

Consider a one-parameter family of initial data, say the classical initial conditions de-

scribed by (2.18) and (2.19), for fixed position and width and varying amplitude a of the

classical scalar field profile. By tuning the amplitude, the evolved data can be supercritical,

leading to black hole formation, or subcritical, such that no black hole forms and the space-

time tends to Minkowski spacetime as the energy disperses to infinity. The gravitational

critical phenomena occur at the threshold of black hole formation, in between super- and

subcritical data and exhibit interesting structure such as echoing (specific oscillations) of

the scalar field, power-law scaling of the black hole mass and universality of solutions (that

is same behavior of the scalar field irrespective of the family of initial data considered, for

near critical solutions).

We explore the performance of SpheriCo.jl in the regime of critical phenomena, and

focus on the echoing behavior and the universality of solutions. We leave the study of

the power-law scaling with our code for future work. To the best of our knowledge, the

specific combination of numerical methods we employ – namely, the use of standard FD

and SBP operators as described in Section 4 – has not been tested before. Therefore,

we aim to assess whether the numerical solution for the classical setup can accurately

reproduce well-known physical results. We consider this as a non-trivial test of the code,
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and we recognize that the formulation and numerical methods we use are not well-adapted

to this problem. Techniques better suited to study criticality may include refinement near

the origin via an adaptive mesh as in Choptuik’s original work [6], having an infalling

outer boundary (either in characteristic [7] or standard spacelike [44] formulations), using

a non-uniform radial grid [54], or using co-ordinates appropriate for self-similar spacetimes

[45]. To explore criticality more economically in terms of computational time, we run the

simulations with a numerically infalling outer boundary rmax, as described in subsection

4.3, since our metric ansatz (2.1) has a vanishing shift.

The one-parameter family of initial data we choose here is given by (2.18) and (2.19),

with b = 0, c = 1 and a determining whether the initial data is sub- or supercritical. This

is the same family used in [54] (in the spherical case), though here a is half the amplitude

of the initial Gaussian when it is centered at r = 0, due to the definition of our initial data.

We refer to this as initial data family 1. In appendix D we repeat the analysis for initial

data with b = 5, c = 1 and a tunable, which we refer to as initial data family 2. Close

to criticality and at r = 0, the scalar field is expected to oscillate fast (in terms of the

simulation time) around the values ±0.6 [54], irrespective of the initial data family used

(universaliy of the solution). To have a clearer picture of this oscillation, the similarity

time T is often used, defined as

T := − ln (τ∗ − τ) , (5.7)

where the proper time τ is given by

τ(tf, r) =

∫ tf

0
dt α(t, r), (5.8)

where tf is some final time and τ∗ the accumulation time. The latter can be calculated

by considering a pair of subsequent zero-crossings τn and τn+1 together with another zero-

crossing pair τm and τm+1, via

τ∗ :=
τnτm+1 − τn+1τm

τn − τn+1 − τm + τm+1
, (5.9)

and we refer to e.g. [54] for more details on this.

To have increasing resolution near the origin with time we need to tune tmax and rmax

appropriately, such that we have the highest resolution near the accumulation time. Since

we do not have prior knowledge of τ∗ before the simulation, we make an educated guess

based on a few trial simulations. For initial data family 1 we obtain our best results by

setting tmax = 6 and rmax = 6.01 (different values might be even better). We discretize the

radial grid with Nr = 128 · 2D + 3 and D = {5, 6, 7} and use artificial dissipation with

σ = 0.02. Without artificial dissipation the classification of supercritical and subcritical

data is sometimes false near the end of the simulation because of noise near the origin, which

possibly arises due to the decreasing grid spacing. We are able to tune the critical amplitude

a∗ up to five decimals for all three resolutions, that means supercritical and subcritical

data are the same in the first five decimal points of a∗. Empirically, it is expected that

the critical parameter tuned in numerical explorations depends on the overall accuracy of
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Figure 9. The different quantities monitored against the similarity time T as defined in (5.7),

at r = 0, for three different resolutions labelled by D = {5, 6, 7}. Top left: the scalar field,

exhibiting a complete oscillation (echo) between ±0.6, as expected for near critical solutions. Top

right: the absolute value of the Ricci scalar R, the maximum value of which differs at late times

between the lowest resolution D = 5 and the other two, indicating a possible lack of accuracy.

Middle: the absolute value of the Hamiltonian H and momentum P constraints on the left and

right, respectively. The violation decreases as we increase the number of points in the radial grid.

Bottom: the absolute value of the difference between the metric function A,B (left) and the extrinsic

curvature components KA,KB (right). The latter is greater than the former by a few orders of

magnitude, which could related to the greater violation of P in comparison to H and the fact that

the formulation involves the auxiliary variable λ related to A,B, but nothing similar for KA,KB .

the simulation, which in our case translates into a∗ being a bit different for different values

of D, making convergence tests near criticality hard. The critical amplitude found here

is a∗ ∈ (0.16801640, 0.16801718), which differs in the second decimal to that found in [54]

(the comparison is between 2a in our setup and η of [54]). This difference is not surprising

to us, given that our code is not designed for critical collapse explorations.

In figures 9 and 10 we show our analysis for subcritical data with a = 0.16801640, for

all three resolutions. We focus on the behavior of the different quantities at r = 0. Figure

9 shows about one echoing period of the scalar field, oscillating around the values ±0.6

as expected by the universality of near critical solutions, against the similarity time. The
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Figure 10. Pointwise convergence at r = 0 for the classical scalar field Φ (left) and the lapse

function α (right), as a function of the similarity time T . The different resolutions D = {5, 6, 7}
are denoted with the respective D in the subscript. The numerical error (bottom) is computed by

taking the difference between the numerical solutions of two different resolutions, denoted by both

theirD labels in the subscript. The good overlap of the rescaled errors in the bottom, indicates good

second-order convergence. The rescaling factor comes from the theoretically expected convergence

rate computed in (5.1).

same oscillating behavior is also apparent in initial data family 2, shown in appendix D.

Additionally, figure 9 shows the Ricci scalar R, as well as the Hamiltonian and momentum

constraint violations H and P . We also monitor the difference between the metric functions

A and B as well as the components of the extrinsic curvature KA and KB. We do this to

assess if the introduction of the auxiliary variable λ defined in (2.3), which drives A = B at

r = 0, has an effect on the violation of the Hamiltonian constraint H (2.15a). In contrast,

there is no such auxiliary variable for KA,KB (the evolved variable here is K = KA+2KB)

but the term KA −KB affects the violation of momentum constraint P , as seen from the

definition (2.15b).

Interestingly, in figure 9 we see that the difference between KA and KB at r = 0 is a

few orders of magnitude larger than that of A and B, and similarly for P in comparison

to H. This result suggests that introducing another auxiliary variable similar to λ but for

KA and KB might lead to a smaller momentum constraint violation, allowing for a better

simulation of near critical phenomena. In the current version of the code, we see that

the maximum momentum constraint violation for the smallest resolution is only an order

of magnitude lower than the Ricci scalar at r = 0, which is often interpreted as having

insufficient accuracy to model critical phenomena [55]. The introduction of an auxiliary

variable for KA,KB similar to λ has already been suggested and successfully used [56].

In figure 10 we see good second-order convergence for the scalar field and lapse at r = 0,
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against the similarity time.

6 Code validation: semiclassical setup

We also perform tests to examine the validity of our code in the semiclassical setup. Al-

though our primary interest lies in black hole spacetimes or the regime near criticality,

we first focus on Minkowski spacetime, where the behavior of the quantum modes is well-

known and well-understood.

6.1 Vacuum without backreaction

We consider the setup where the classical scalar field is vanishing, so that the spacetime

is Minkowski. We perform an evolution of the quantum modes in Minkowski spacetime,

neglecting backreaction. The classical geometry is obtained for every timestep of the evo-

lution by running SpheriCo.jl with a = 0 for the classical initial data (2.18). For the

quantum modes we choose kmax = 10, lmax = 60, dk = π/30 and MPV = 1. The ratio

lmax/kmax here is 6 instead of 3, which is our choice in general, just to make less expensive

the calculation of norm (6.2). This ratio is not important here as we are not considering

backreaction. As mentioned in subsection 3.3, the analytical solution in vacuum for the

quantum modes is

uMink
kl;n (t, r) = e−iωnt k

√
πωn

jl(kr)

rl
, (6.1a)

ψMink
kl;n (t, r) = e−iωnt k

√
πωn

[
∂rjl(kr)

rl
− ljl(kr)

rl+1

]
, (6.1b)

πMink
kl;n (t, r) = −iωne

−iωnt k
√
πωn

jl(kr)

rl
, (6.1c)

with ωn =
√
k2 + µ2n. We simulate this setup with rmax = 30 fixed, tmax = 10, Nr =

128 · 2D + 3, for D = {2, 3, 4} and dtD = hD/16 in all resolutions, without any artificial

dissipation. In this test we use the convention 1/M2
Pl = 1 which was also used in [18]. We

want to compare the numerical against the analytical solution and examine the rate at

which the former converges to the latter, with increasing resolution. For this we calculate

the following norm

||uqu||2D(t) :=
∑
kln

rcausal∑
r=0

hD
[(
ukl;n,D(t, r)− uMink

kl;n (t, r)
) (
ukl;n,D(t, r)− uMink

kl;n (t, r)
)∗

+
(
ψkl;n,D(t, r)− ψMink

kl;n (t, r)
) (
ψkl;n,D(t, r)− ψMink

kl;n (t, r)
)∗

(6.2)

+
(
πkl;n,D(t, r)− πMink

kl;n (t, r)
) (
πkl;n,D(t, r)− πMink

kl;n (t, r)
)∗]

,

where uqu is the part of the state vector that contains all the quantum field modes, the

subscript D denotes the numerical solution at resolution D, the superscript ∗ the complex

conjugate and t, r are to be understood as the evolution timestep and radial grid point

where the data is saved at each resolution. Similarly to subsection 5.1, the expected

– 30 –



0 2 4 6 8 10
time

0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015
rescaled norms

||uqu||2
4 ||uqu||3
42 ||uqu||4

0 2 4 6 8 10
time

3.99

4.00

4.01

4.02

convergence rate

||uqu||2/||uqu||3
||uqu||3/||uqu||4

Figure 11. The rescaled norm (6.2) (left) and exact convergence rate (right), for a semiclassical

simulation with vanishing classical scalar field, kmax = 10, lmax = 60 and MPV = 1. The simulation

exhibits good second-order convergence for the whole simulation time, when all the quantum modes

are included.

convergence rate for this test is

Q =
h2D
h2D+1

=
h2D
h2D/4

= 4 , (6.3)

which we call exact convergence rate since the comparison is against an exact (analytic)

solution and not a numerical one. Figure 11 illustrates the second-order convergence of the

numerical solution for (6.1) in the norm (6.2), including all the evolved modes. However,

we know that the modes with high l and µ5 oscillate faster and so are harder to simulate

accurately. Furthermore, we know that the amplitude of the modes with high l is smaller

than those with lower and hence a possible lack of convergence for high l might not be seen

in the norm (6.2). For this reason we also examine convergence in the norm

||uqu||2D;60,5 =
∑
k

rcausal∑
r=0

hD
[(
uk60;5,D − uMink

k60;5

) (
uk60;5,D − uMink

k60;5

)∗
+
(
ψk60;5,D − ψMink

k60;5

) (
ψk60;5,D − ψMink

k60;5

)∗
+
(
πk60;5,D − πMink

k60;5

) (
πk60;5,D − πMink

k60;5

)∗]
, (6.4)

which is the part of the state vector that includes all the quantum modes with l = 60 and

n = 5 and we have suppressed the argument (t, r). Figure 12 shows the convergence of this

part of the numerical solution in the norm (6.4). Up until t ≃ 7.9 the solution exhibits good

second-order convergence, which improves with increasing resolution. However, around

t ≃ 7.9, there is a fast loss of convergence, which is not captured by the norm (6.2),

possibly because the slower modes that continue to converge well dominate the norm, as

they have a much greater amplitude.

6.2 Vacuum with backreaction

We also test the evolution of vacuum initial data with backreaction. In this scenario,

we wish to test if the numerical solution remains closer to Minkowski with an increasing
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Figure 12. The rescaled norm (6.4) that includes only the fastest oscillating quantum modes (left)

and the respective exact convergence rate (right), for a semiclassical simulation with vanishing

classical scalar field, kmax = 10, lmax = 60 and MPV = 1. These modes exhibit good second-order

convergence for a shorter part of the simulations, but this effect is not seen in the norm (6.2), due

to their small relative amplitude.

number of quantum modes backreacting on the geometry. We set a = 0 for the classical

scalar initial data (2.18), rmax = 30, tmax = 10, dk = π/30, dt = h/16, Nr = 128·2D+3 with

D = 3 and no artificial dissipation. In the filter function (4.10), we set rcut = 20. When

we increase the number of quantum modes we use (kmax, lmax) = {(5, 15), (10, 30), (20, 60)}.
This choice keeps the ratio lmax/kmax = 3 fixed, which we found empirically allows us to

model accurately the backreaction in the region up to r ≃ π/dk. By this we mean that for

a vanishing classical scalar field, the stress-energy tensor components at initial time have

a flat profile in this region, as described in [18].

To measure the deviation of the numerical solution to the Minkowski spacetime solution

we calculate the following norm

||u||2kmax,lmax
(t) :=

rf∑
r=0

h
[
(A(t, r)−AMink(t, r))

2
+ (B(t, r)−BMink(t, r))

2

+(DB(t, r)−DMink
B (t, r))

2
+
(
Ũ(t, r)− ŨMink(t, r)

)2
+(K(t, r)−KMink(t, r))

2
+ (KB(t, r)−KMink

B (t, r))
2

+(λ(t, r)− λMink(t, r))
2
+ (α(t, r)− αMink(t, r))

2

+(Dα(t, r)−DMink
α (t, r))

2
]
,

(6.5)

where rf is some final radial grid point. We perform this test for MPV = {0.1, 1, 2} and

we choose rf = 10 for the upper limit in (6.5), so that we are safely within the region

where backreaction is well-modeled and causally disconnected from the outer boundary

rmax and rcut of the filter function (4.10). In figure 13 we show the results of this test. We

see that with increasing number of quantum modes backreacting to the classical geometry,

the numerical solution is closer to that of Minkowski spacetime during the evolution, i.e.,

the size of the deviation from Minkowski as measured with the norm (6.5) decreases. We
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Figure 13. The deviation of the numerical solution with backreaction from Minkowski, as measured

by the norm ||u||kmax,lmax (6.5). The deviation decreases with increasing number of quantum modes

backreacting and with smaller values of MPV.
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Figure 14. The matter content for the RHS of K (left) and KB (right) for Minkowski classical

initial data at (t, r) = (0, 0) for increasing kmax, with lmax = 10 and MPV = {1, 2, 5, 10}.

also see that this deviation is significantly smaller for low values of MPV and even detect

instabilities that lead to the simulation crashing for MPV = 2.

To better understand the interaction between the values of MPV, kmax and lmax in

backreaction, we also inspect the quality of the initial data, for different values of MPV,

fixed lmax and increasing kmax. Based on the results of [18], empirically we know that keeping

lmax fixed and increasing kmax provides a better approximation of the quantum operator,

but for a smaller region of r, close to r = 0. If instead kmax is fixed and lmax increases, we

get a poorer approximation of the quantum operator but for a larger r region. This result

also depends on the value of dk. We want to understand how fast the matter content of

the evolution equation (2.14e) for K and (2.14f) for KB tend to zero at t = r = 0, with

increasing kmax and fixed lmax. These are given by

1

M2
Pl

(
SA
2

+ SB − Λ +
ρ

2

)
,

1

2M2
Pl

(SA − 2Λ− ρ) , (6.6)

for (2.14e) and (2.14f), respectively. This behavior can inform us which are the possible

realistic Pauli-Villars masses that we can use in backreaction. If the deviation of these
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Figure 15. Left: part of the conformal diagram of an asymptotically flat spacetime, where an

apparent horizon dynamically forms. The red region depicts our numerical domain and the dots

are two arbitrary points on a spacelike hypersurface (solid red lines) for which we calculate the equal

time quantum correlators. Right: the evolution of a scalar field in the t − r plane, with a = 1.25,

b = 0 and c = 1, which leads to a dynamical formation of an apparent horizon (white circles).

matter contents at the level of initial data and for r = 0 is significantly far from zero for a

given MPV, then we cannot hope to have a good time evolution that would pass our earlier

Minkowski consistency test, let alone trust it in more interesting scenarios. We explore this

behavior for lmax = 10, kmax = [20, 400], MPV = {1, 2, 5, 10}, dk = π/rmax and rmax = 30.

In figure 14 we see that the K and KB matter contents (6.6) converge slower to zero with

increasing values of MPV. Therefore, to study quantum correlators we use MPV = 1, since

larger values of MPV provide less accurate approximations of the quantum operator, for

realistic values of kmax and lmax. In our physical explorations of section 7, we set kmax at

most to 30.

7 Quantum correlators in black hole formation

Hawking radiation is a phenomenon that requires quantum fields in the environment of a

black hole. Using SpheriCo.jl we can explore such scenarios, where the apparent horizon

of a black hole dynamically forms, as for instance seen in the right of figure 15. In this

scenario, we can examine if there are any non-trivial correlations of the scalar field operator

at different spacetime events across the horizon of the black hole. Such a correlation of

the scalar field may be interpreted as correlating pairs of Hawking quanta. Videos from

simulations of this section can be found in [57].
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Figure 16. The real part of the equal time correlator (7.1) for Φ(0, r) with b = 0, c = 1, kmax = 30,

lmax = 90 and MPV = 1 without backreaction. The subcritical case (left) has a = 0.75 and the

supercritical (middle) a = 1.25. The correlation of point r1 = 2.109375 with the rest of the domain,

at different timesteps, for both sub- and supercritical setups, is shown on the right. For r1 = r2 we

see the correlation of the chosen point to itself.
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7.1 Without backreaction

From the two-point correlation function (3.16a) of the quantum field, we define the corre-

lation function C of the fluctuations around the field expectation value ϕ, i.e.,

C(t1, t2; r1, r2) := ⟨χ| Φ̂(t1, r1)Φ̂(t, r2) |χ⟩ − ϕ(t1, r1)ϕ(t2, r2)

=
ℏc2

4π

∫
dk

5∑
n=0

lmax∑
l=0

(−1)n(2l + 1)
[
ũkl;n(t1, r1)ũ

∗
kl;n(t2, r2)

]
.

(7.1)

In the following we are interested in equal-time correlations, and so we will evaluate

C(t1, t2; r1, r2) = C(t; r1, r2) at time t1 = t2 = t. In SpheriCo.jl, one can also calculate

analogous correlation functions as (7.1) for ∂tũkl;n, ∂rũkl;n, πkl;n and ψkl;n, by replacing

ũkl;n with the appropriate variable.

We perform simulations for both a sub- and supercritical setup, without backreaction

and calculate the correlator (7.1) at different times. For these simulations, the scalar pulse

is initially set with b = 0, c = 1 and a = 0.75 for the subcritical and a = 1.25 for the

supercritical case, respectively. We also set kmax = 30, lmax = 90, dk = π/rmax, with

rmax = 30 and MPV = 1. The radial grid consists of Nr = 1027 points, the artificial

dissipation is σ = 0.02 and the timestep is set to dt = h/16. In figure 16 we present our

findings. We shall call the main diagonal the one that connects the bottom left corner to

the top right corner in the heatmaps of figure 16. At t = 0 the correlation is the same

in both cases and it is the same as in Minkowski, which is more prominent on the main

diagonal, indicating maximum correlation of a point to itself. For the supercritical case, as

time progresses, we see that the correlator exhibits a non-trivial behavior away from the

main diagonal, that correlates a point inside the apparent horizon with one outside. We

use the terminology of [25] and refer to these as tongues. These tongues of correlation grow

in size as time progresses, also acquiring negative values. In contrast, in the subcritical

case, after an initial increase in size of the correlator around the origin of the heatmap, and

a mild oscillatory behavior, the correlator relaxes back to a profile similar to its original

one.

Hawking radiation has been studied and observed in analogue black holes [25, 58, 59].

There are both similarities and differences between the correlators we compute in the

supercritical case, and those from analogue systems with a horizon. In both cases there is

significant non-trivial behavior of the correlator away from the main diagonal, which has

an oscillatory profile and takes both positive and negative values. However, in analogue

systems the correlator maintains a dominant profile in the main diagonal at all times,

which is not the case in our simulations. In addition, the non-trivial correlation away from

the main diagonal appears in greater angles in the analogue system compared to ours.

In our case we expect the details of the correlation tongues to depend on the choice of

lapse function, but the qualitative structure of correlations outside and within the horizon

to remain. It is possible that our picture is greatly affected by the collapse of the lapse

inside the apparent horizon, which effectively freezes the simulation near the origin of our

computational domain, leading to that the tongues appear at smaller angles. However, in

analogue systems there is no singularity, which might be responsible for the quantitative
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Figure 17. We compare a classical supercritical setup, against its semiclassical version with back-

reaction, for different values of (kmax, lmax). For the initial data we consider the scalar pulse (2.18)

with a = 1.25, b = 0 and c = 1. From left to right we present in time the location, area, and mass of

the apparent horizon. The bottom row illustrates the relative difference between the semiclassical

and classical setups, using the classical one as the benchmark. For all quantities we see that the

relative difference between classical and semiclassical is below 10%, and decreases with increasing

values of (kmax, lmax).

difference in angle. It might be useful to repeat our calculation with a different gauge choice

(e.g. harmonic), and examine if a different qualitative picture arises. It is also possible that

calculating the two-point function at equal proper time and using proper radius instead of

r could provide a picture closer to that of the analogue systems. We leave this for future

work.

We should emphasize that with this setup we were not able to respect the condition

MPV ≫ 2π/λ̃, given in section 4, due to numerical instability. Here we have 2π/λ̃ ≃ 3.6,

which we chose for practical reasons. To respect MPV ≫ 2π/λ̃, a choice of MPV = 100

could be more appropriate, but as explained in section 6.2 and seen in figure 14, we would

not trust this simulation with backreaction and for the number of modes we can practically

include. Therefore, we also do not consider it in the setup without backreaction, since it

might provide misleading results. Another reason is that Hawking radiation is expected

to be more intense for smaller black holes, which is what we try to form dynamically. In

principle, we could perform simulations with a wider initial scalar profile, such that we

respect the conditions outlined in section 4. However, such a setup either leads to a bigger

black hole, or becomes unstable if the amplitude is tuned very low, in an attempt to form

a smaller black hole. Maybe there is a region of the parameter space – in terms of initial

data – that better respects these conditions, that more thorough exploration could reveal.
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7.2 With backreaction

We repeat the supercritical simulations from the previous subsections, including backreac-

tion. To preserve the asymptotics of the spacetime near rmax we use the filter function (4.10)

with rcut = 20. We explore two backreacting setups with (kmax, lmax) = {(20, 60), (30, 90)}
and analyze the effect they have on the location of the apparent horizon, as well as the

area and the mass of the black hole. As mentioned in subsection 2.2, we track the location

of the apparent horizon rAH by finding the outermost radius at which the expansion of null

rays θexp vanishes. The area of the apparent horizon is defined as

AAH := 4πB r2AH, (7.2)

and the apparent horizon mass [5] as

MAH :=
rAH

2

√
B|rAH . (7.3)

In figure 17 we see that all these three quantities are very similar in the classical and

backreaction cases. More specifically, their relative difference is always below 10% and

decrease with increasing values of kmax and lmax. In addition, we compare the correlation

(7.1) of the case with (kmax, lmax) = (30, 90) with backreaction, against the supercritical case

without backreaction and with the same quantum modes, from the previous subsection.

Qualitatively the behavior appears to be very similar. In figure 18 we demonstrate this

by presenting the equal-time correlation function for r1 = 2.109375, with and without

backreaction. In the backreacting case we see that the oscillatory behavior around rAH

is more intense and that the negative value of the correlator inside the apparent horizon

increases in absolute magnitude.

8 Outlook

In this paper we have introduced SpheriCo.jl to simulate the spherically symmetric col-

lapse of a scalar field into a black hole, in classical and semiclassical gravity. SpheriCo.jl

is modular, open-access and written in the Julia programming language. A challenge

present in many studies of gravitational collapse is the approximation of the evolved vari-

ables near r = 0, since terms of the form 1/r appear in their equations of motion. This

challenge becomes increasingly difficult in the semiclassical setup, where these terms can

become very large and render the equations stiff. This seems to have been the main reason

for driving earlier semiclassical simulations on the topic only stable for a short time. By

combining the summation-by-parts operators of [21] with the convenient evolved variables

of [29] we manage to perform semiclassical simulations for longer than it was previously

possible, and explore quantum correlations of events across an apparent horizon.

Constraint violations can have a big impact on numerical simulations by driving the

numerical solution significantly far from the physical one, or even making the simulation

unstable. We attempt to control the numerical violation of the classical Hamiltonian and

momentum constraints by combining the Z4 constraint damping scheme of [32] with the

system of [29]. In the latter, formally singular terms for r = 0 of the form 1/r appear,
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Figure 18. The real part of the correlation function (7.1) at r1 = 2.109375 for a semiclassical

supercritical setup with MPV = 1 and (kmax, lmax) = (30, 90), with and without backreaction. The

initial scalar profile is given by (2.18) with a = 1.25, b = 0, c = 1. The behavior is very similar in

both cases, with the backreacting one presenting slightly enhanced oscillations at late times around

the location of the apparent horizon.

but are practically regular due to the specific reduction variables used. We approximate

these terms with the second-order accurate summation-by-parts operators of [21]. We

perform multiple tests on the classical module of our code. We recover the expected

second-order convergence for both smooth and noisy data, either sub- or supercritical. We

also test the performance of our implemented constraint damping scheme, which seems

to be unsuccessful. More specifically, the violation of the Hamiltonian and momentum

constraints with the damping scheme is equal or greater than without, or even leads to

unstable simulations for certain subcritical data. We should highlight that we do not

include damping of reduction constraints in our system and that we use different evolved

variables than [32], features that might be responsible for this failure. One possible future

improvement would be to explore the constraint damping scheme further and possibly add

the damping of reduction constraints.

In terms of physical tests for the classical module, we also recover the expected near

critical oscillating behavior of a scalar field, as well as the universality of the solution.

This is a non-trivial result, especially given that to our knowledge the specific summation-

by-parts operators have not been used again in this case, and are originally constructed

for a different setup. We should also highlight that to obtain this result we had to allow

our code to run with an infalling outer boundary. This is achieved numerically, since our

formulation has a vanishing shift. We expect that it is numerically more economic to have

a dynamic shift and perform the infalling outer boundary technique analytically. Adding

the option of a dynamical shift condition could be another possible future improvement.
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It could make the code more appropriate for near critical simulations, especially in the

semiclassical setup, where the numerical infalling outer boundary technique seems to be

unstable.

In the semiclassical setup the geometry is still classical, but the scalar field is promoted

to a quantum field. To model this we utilize an expansion in spherical harmonics and radial

mode functions labeled by the quantum numbers k and l, for which we solve the resulting

equations of motion. The numerical approximation of the quantum field is improved with

increasing number of modes included in the system. In SpheriCo.jl the semiclassical

setup can be simulated with or without backreaction to the classical geometry. Including

backreaction means the expectation value of the quantum stress-energy tensor replaces

that of the classical one. To obtain a non-divergent expectation value, we use the Pauli-

Villars regularization scheme, where massive ghost fields are included in the system. In

theory, one would like to take the number of quantum modes, and the Pauli-Villars mass,

to infinity. In practice we are limited by computational resources and the performance

of our code, and truncate them to certain values. For the setup without backreaction we

test our code against an exact solution for the quantum modes and recover good second-

order convergence, even for high values of l, higher than those tested in [21]. To test the

backreaction implementation, we examine whether we recover the Minkowski solution with

smaller error, as we include more modes in the simulation. The code passes this test, but

its performance depends on the value of the Pauli-Villars mass, with better performance

for smaller values.

Finally, we explore the correlation of Hawking pairs around black holes, by calculating

quantum two-point correlation function of the scalar in geometries with a dynamically

forming apparent horizon. Our results suggest a non-trivial correlation of events inside

and outside the apparent horizon. Regarding the number of quantum modes simulated,

the value of the Pauli-Villars mass, and the size of the apparent horizon, we limit our

simulations to setups where we trust the performance of our code, based on tests we

conducted earlier. A more extended study that scans a wider region of the parameter

space would be necessary to understand the phenomenon deeper, but we leave this for

future work. We also highlight certain similarities and differences of our findings to those

of analogue black hole systems.
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A Hyperbolicity of the classical system

The hyperbolicity of a partial differential equation (PDE) system is connected to the well-

posedness of the corresponding PDE problem, which is a necessary condition for trustable

numerical simulations. It can also be used to understand what are appropriate boundary

conditions for a specific problem. To study the hyperbolicity of the evolved system (2.13)–

(2.14), we linearise it around an arbitrary background

u0 =
(
Φ0,Π0,Ψ0, A0, B0, DB0, Ũ0,K0,KB0, λ0, α0, Dα0,Θ0, Zr0

)T
, (A.1)

and work in the constant coefficient approximation [42]. Since the Einstein equations are

quasi-linear (i.e. linear in highest derivatives), the degree of hyperbolicity of the system is

the same as its corresponding linear system (A.1). The linearised Einstein equations can

then be written as

u̇ = Ar (u0) u
′ + S

(
r,u,u0,u

′
0

)
, (A.2)

where Ar is the principal part matrix containing the coefficients of the first-order (radial)

derivative of u, and S only containing lower-order (in derivatives) terms. The linearised

system can be brought into the form

v̇ ≃ Jr (u0)v
′, (A.3)
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where ≃ denotes equality in the principal terms and

Jr (u0) := T−1 (u0)A
r (u0)T (u0) (A.4)

= diag

(
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,−

√
2α0

A0
,

√
2α0

A0
,− α0√

A0
,− α0√

A0
,− α0√

A0
,
α0√
A0
,
α0√
A0
,
α0√
A0

)
,

is the Jordan normal form of Ar, T is the transformation matrix and v := T−1 (u0)u is a

vector containing the characteristic variables of the system. If Jr is real and diagonal, then

the system (A.2) is called strongly hyperbolic and each characteristic variable satisfies an

advection equation up to lower order terms.

The eigenvalues Ei of Ar (entries of Jr) determine the radial propagation speeds of the

characteristic variables (entries of v) and are referred to as the characteristic speeds of the

system. In a spherically symmetric spacetime, stationary modes (Ei = 0) do not propagate

radially. Outgoing modes (Ei < 0) propagate outward towards increasing r and ingoing

modes (Ei > 0) propagate inward towards decreasing r. The static, outgoing and ingoing

modes corresponding to (A.4) are

vstat =

(
−α0Dα − 4DB + Ũ + 4Zr,

A0DB

B0
+ λ, α,B,A,Φ

)T

, (A.5)

and

vout = (vout,1, vout,2, vout,3, vout,4)
T , vin = (vin,1, vin,2, vin,3, vin,4)

T , (A.6)

with

vout,1 =
1

2α0 − 4

{√
2A0α0 [K (α0 − 2)− 4KBα0 + 2 (α0 + 2)Θ]

+ α0 [Dα (α0 − 2) + 4DB − 8Zr]

}
,

vout,2 =
1

2

[√
A0 (2KB −Θ) + Zr

]
,

vout,3 =

√
A0Θ+DB − Zr

2
√
A0

,

vout,4 =
1

2
(Π−B0Ψ) ,

(A.7)

and

vin,1 =
1

2α0 − 4

{
−
√
2A0α0 [K (α0 − 2)− 4KBα0 + 2 (α0 + 2)Θ]

+ α0 [Dα (α0 − 2) + 4DB − 8Zr]

}
,

vin,2 =
1

2

[√
A0 (Θ− 2KB) + Zr

]
,

vin,3 =

√
A0Θ−DB + Zr

2
√
A0

,

vin,4 =
1

2
(Π +B0Ψ) .

(A.8)

In order to obtain boundary conditions using the above analysis, the background values

(A.1) are replaced with the evolved variables. We expect these values to be close to the
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Minkowski solution for the spatial region near rmax, provided that rmax is placed far enough

from the centre of the scalar Gaussian profile.

When the classical evolution system (2.13)–(2.14) is strongly hyperbolic, its initial

value problem is well-posed in the L2-norm [41], i.e.,

||u(t, r)|| ≤ c1 e
c2t||u(0, r)||, (A.9)

for some constants c1 ≥ 1 and c2 ∈ R, with

||u(t, r)||2 =
∫ r

0
dr′
∑
i

u2i (t, r
′), (A.10)

where i denotes the elements of u. In subsections 5.1 and 5.2 we utilise the norm (A.10)

to perform convergence tests, where we take r = rcausal, which is the maximum value of r

that is causally disconnected from rmax.

B Double null co-ordinates for postprocessing

While the line element (2.1) is useful for the simulation, double-null co-ordinates are useful

for understanding the global structure of the geometry. This also gives another natural

set of co-ordinates in which to look at ⟨Φ̂Φ̂⟩ correlators, namely correlators along a null

surface. For this reason, we added in SpheriCo.jl the option for the following post-

processing calculation. We start by writing the line element as

ds2 = −
[
α(t, r)dt−

√
A(t, r)dr

] [
α(t, r)dt+

√
A(t, r)dr

]
+ r2B(t, r)dΩ, (B.1)

and introduce new co-ordinates U(t, r), V (t, r) defined by

1

f(t, r)
dU = α(t, r)dt−

√
A(t, r)dr, (B.2)

1

g(t, r)
dV = α(t, r)dt+

√
A(t, r)dr, (B.3)

for some f and g to be determined. This leads to

ds2 = −dU dV

fg
+ r2B(t, r)dΩ. (B.4)

Now we take the defining relations (B.2), (B.3) to find

αf =
∂U

∂t
, −f

√
A =

∂U

∂r
, (B.5)

αg =
∂V

∂t
, g

√
A =

∂V

∂r
, (B.6)

noting that integrability requires

∂

∂r

∂U

∂t
=

∂

∂t

∂U

∂r
,

∂

∂r

∂V

∂t
=

∂

∂t

∂V

∂r
, (B.7)
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which leads to

∂

∂t
f = −∂r(αf) + f∂t

√
A√

A
, (B.8)

∂

∂t
g = −∂r(αg)− g∂t

√
A√

A
. (B.9)

These differential equations for f(t, r) and g(t, r) may be solved once inital profiles for

them have been set. A natural choice is f(t = 0, r) = g(t = 0, r) = 1 and we furthermore

choose U(t = 0, r = 0) = V (t = 0, r = 0) = 0. Now we have initial data for U(t, r) and

V (t, r), we may evolve to find U(t, r), V (t, r) using the time evolution equations in (B.5)

and (B.6). For convenience, we solve the evolution equations (B.5), (B.6), (B.8) and (B.9)

together with our classical system (2.14), and store the respective variables.

C Pauli-Villars counterterms

The UV divergences contained in the expectation values of the stress-energy tensor can

be cancelled using metric and curvature tensors, as expressed in (3.8). The coefficients of

these counterterms are therefore independent of the background metric they are computed

in. However, since some metrics have vanishing curvature tensors, not all metrics are

appropriate to determine all possible counterterms. For instance, in Minkowski spacetime,

only the cosmological constant Λ in (3.8) can be computed. Interesting discussions on

regularization in curved spacetimes may be found in [61–64].

A relatively simple metric choice with non-vanishing curvature tensors is the FRW

metric,

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)dx2, (C.1)

where a(t) is the scale factor. In this case, the regularized stress-tensor can be written

T reg
ab = ⟨χ|T̂ab|χ⟩+ Λgab + δM2

PlGab + δϵ1H
(1)
ab + δϵ2H

(2)
ab + δϵ3Hab, (C.2)

where the O(R2) gravitational terms H
(1)
ab , H

(2)
ab and Hab can be found in [65]. On di-

mensional grounds we expect that the counterterms depend on the Pauli-Villars mass as

Λ ∝M4
PV, δM

2
Pl ∝M2

PV and δϵ1,2,3 ∝ lnMPV. As in section 3.2, we set the renormalisation

condition that δϵ1,2,3 = 0 for the range of Pauli-Villars masses considered.

To compute the counterterms Λ and δM2
Pl we consider a free massive scalar field ϕ̂,

with mode expansion

ϕ̂(t,x) =

∫
d3k

[
âkuk(t)e

ik·x + â†ku
∗
k(t)e

−ik·x
]
, (C.3)

where the modes satisfy the equation of motion

ük + 3Hu̇k + µ2u2k = 0, (C.4)

where H := ȧ/a is the Hubble constant. The conjugate momentum is π̂ = a3ϕ̂ and fulfils

the commutation relations [ϕ̂(t,x)π̂(t′,x′)] = i
a3(t)

δ(3)(x−x′), where the normalisation has

been chosen according to [âk, â
†
k′ ] = δ(3)(k− k′).
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In terms of the modes uk, the expectation values of the stress-energy tensor components

are

⟨χ|T̂00|χ⟩ =
∫

d3k
1

2

[
|u̇k|2 +

k2

a2
|uk|2 + µ2|uk|2

]
, (C.5a)

⟨χ|T̂ i
i|χ⟩ =

∫
d3k

1

2

[
3|u̇k|2 −

k2

a2
|uk|2 − 3µ2|uk|2

]
, (C.5b)

Assuming the background to be slowly varying, we may use the WKB approximation for

the mode functions,

uk(t) =
1√

2(2π)3a3(t)W (t)
e−i

∫ t dt′W (t′), (C.6)

where the equation of motion (C.4) leads to an equation for W (t),

W 2 = ω2
k −

3

2

ä

a
− 3

4
H2 +

3Ẇ 2

4W 2
− Ẅ

2W
, (C.7)

with ω2
k := k2/a2 + µ2. This can be solved iteratively, where at zeroth adiabatic order

W 2
(0) = ω2

k. Substituting W
2
(0) into the right-hand side of (C.7), we find to the next order

W 2
(0) +W 2

(2) = ω2
k −

3

2

ä

a
− 3

4
H2 +

3

4

ω̇2
k

ω2
k

− ω̈k

2ωk

= ω2
k −

2ω2
k + µ2

2ω2
k

ä

a
−

4ω4
k + 4µ2ω2

k − 5µ4

4ω4
k

H2,

(C.8)

where we have expressed ω̇k and ω̈k in terms of a and ä using the dispersion relation. In

principle one may continue to higher WKB order, but it will be necessary to only compute

the counterterms Λ and δM2
Pl. We can then set (C.8) as our approximation for W 2 and

use it to compute the stress-energy components in (C.5). Here we note that, at this order

in the adiabatic expansion,

Ẇ

W
= −

ω2
k − µ2

ω2
k

H,
1

W
=

1

ωk

[
1−

W 2
(2)

2ω2
k

]
. (C.9)

For the temporal component of the stress-energy tensor (C.5a), we have

⟨χ|T̂00|χ⟩ =
∫

dk k2

(2π)2a3

[√
k2/a2 + µ2 +

H2

8

(2k2/a2 + 3µ2)2

(k2/a2 + µ2)5/2

]
. (C.10)

The above expression applies to a single scalar field. For our system with a physical

massless scalar and five additional Pauli-Villars ghost fields with masses as in (3.12), the

first integral in (C.10) becomes proportional to∫ ∞

0
dξ ξ2

(
ξ − 2

√
ξ2 + 1 + 2

√
ξ2 + 3−

√
ξ2 + 4

)
=

1

8
ln

(
39

216

)
, (C.11)

with ξ := k/(aMPV). Similarly, for the second integral,∫
dξ ξ2

(
4

ξ
− 2

(2ξ2 + 3)2

(ξ2 + 1)5/2
+ 2

(2ξ2 + 9)2

(ξ2 + 3)5/2
− (2ξ2 + 12)2

(ξ2 + 4)5/2

)
= ln

(
28

36

)
. (C.12)

– 48 –



Collecting these terms, we find

⟨χ|T̂00|χ⟩ =
M4

PV

8(2π)2
ln

(
39

216

)
+

M2
PV

24(2π)2
ln

(
28

36

)
3H2

= − M4
PV

8(2π)2
ln

(
39

216

)
g00 +

M2
PV

24(2π)2
ln

(
28

36

)
G00,

(C.13)

where on the second row we have expressed the result in terms of the metric and Einstein

tensor component in FRW spacetime, G00 = 3H2.

For the spatial part of the stress-energy tensor (C.5b), we have

⟨χ|T̂ i
i|χ⟩ =

∫
d3k

(2π)3
1

a3ωk

[
ω2
k − µ2

2
+
H2

16

(2ω2
k + µ2)(2ω4

k −m2ω2
k + 5µ4)

ω6
k

−
(2ω2

k + µ2)2

8ω4
k

ä

a

]
=

∫
d3k

(2π)3
1

a3ωk

[
1

2
k̃2 +

H2

16

(2k̃2 + 3µ2)(2k̃4 + 3µ2k̃2 + 6µ4)

(k̃2 + µ2)3
− (2k̃2 + 3µ2)2

8(k̃2 + µ2)2
ä

a

]
,

(C.14)

where k̃ := k/a. Including the Pauli-Villars fields, we may compute (C.14) analogously to

(C.10), to obtain

⟨χ|T̂ i
i|χ⟩ = −3

M4
PV

8(2π)2
ln

(
39

216

)
− M2

PV

24(2π)2
ln

(
28

36

)
3H2 − M2

PV

24(2π)2
ln

(
28

36

)
6ä

a

= − M4
PV

8(2π)2
ln

(
39

216

)
ηii +

M2
PV

24(2π)2
ln

(
28

36

)
Gi

i.

(C.15)

where we have used Gi
i = −3

[
H2 + 2 ä

a

]
. Hence, we recover the result (3.13) for the

regularized stress-energy tensor, which sets the counterterms according to (3.14).

D Additional code testing

Convergence and robust stability. We repeat the convergence tests of subsection 5.1

for the classical setup. The given data are the same, the difference is that there is artificial

dissipation with σ = 0.02. We see good second-order convergence for both super- and

subcritical data, pointwisely and in the L2-norm of the evolved system. We also repeat

the robust stability tests of subsection 5.2, with artificial dissipation σ = 0.02 and random

noise amplitude AhD
= 10−3/4D in figure 22, as well as no artificial dissipation and AhD

=

10−5/4D in figure 23. In both cases the convergence rate is improved in comparison to the

results of figure 4. This is expected for both instances: for the former, artificial dissipation

is designed to reduce noise and for the latter, the lower amplitude of the random noise

means that all resolutions apart from D = 3 have an amplitude AhD
which is below round-

off error when squared. Consequently, only the linear part of the evolution system is probed

with amplitude.

Critical phenomena. We report the results of ID family 2 with b = 5 and c = 1 in

the initial profile of Φ in (2.18). For these runs we choose rmax = 11.76, tmax = 11.75 and

dissipation with σ = 0.02. As in subsection 5.4, the radial grid has Nr = 128 ·2D+3 points,
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Figure 19. Supercritical data: pointwise converngence for Φ, α, |H|, |P | at tmax, for evolution with

artificial dissipation σ = 0.02. We interpret the overlap of the rescaled grid functions as evidence

for good second-order convergence, as in the case with no artificial dissipation.
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Figure 20. Subcritical data: pointwise converngence for Φ, α, |H|, |P | at tmax, for an evolution

with artificial dissipation σ = 0.02. The code exhibits second order convergence.

with D = {5, 6, 7}. We find that the critical amplitude is a∗ ∈ (0.044900, 0.044901) and in

figure 24 we show the value of the classical scalar field Φ at r = 0 against the similarity time

T defined in (5.7), as well as the Ricci scalar R, Hamiltonian and momentum constraint

violations and differences A− B and KA −KB. The results are qualitatively the same as

for ID family 1, with the scalar field oscillating again between ±0.6, as expected from the

universality of the near critical spherically symmetric solutions. In figure 25 we demonstrate

the second-order convergence for Φ and α at r = 0.
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Figure 21. Norm convergence for supercritical (left) and subcritical (right) data, with smooth

initial data, for an evolution with artificial dissipation σ = 0.02. Both setups exhibit good second-

order convergence, indicated by the good overlap of the rescaled norms.
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Figure 22. Robust stability tests for supercritical (left) and supcritical (right) data with AhD
=

10−3/4D and artificial dissipation σ = 0.02.
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Figure 23. Robust stability tests for supercritical (left) and subcritical (right) data with AhD
=

10−5/4D and no artificial dissipation.
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Figure 24. The different quantities monitored against the similarity time T as defined in (5.7),

at r = 0, for three different resolutions labelled by D = {5, 6, 7}. Top left: the scalar field, top

right: the absolute value of the Ricci scalar R. Middle: the absolute value of the Hamiltonian H

and momentum P constraints on the left and right, respectively. Bottom: the absolute value of the

difference between the metric function A,B (left) and the extrinsic curvature components KA,KB

(right).
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Figure 25. Pointwise convergence at r = 0 for the classical scalar field Φ (left) and the lapse

function α (right), as a function of the similarity time T . The different resolutions D = {5, 6, 7}
are denoted with the respective D in the subscript. The numerical error (bottom) is computed by

taking the difference between the numerical solutions of two different resolutions, denoted by both

their D labels in the subscript.

– 52 –


	Introduction
	The classical setup
	The classical equations of motion
	Classical initial data and boundary conditions

	The semiclassical setup
	Quantum equations of motion
	Regularized Einstein equations
	Quantum initial data and boundary conditions

	Numerical implementation
	Finite difference operators
	Approximating 1/r terms
	Technical details and features

	Code validation: classical setup
	Convergence
	Robust stability
	Constraint violation
	Critical phenomena

	Code validation: semiclassical setup
	Vacuum without backreaction
	Vacuum with backreaction

	Quantum correlators in black hole formation
	Without backreaction
	With backreaction

	Outlook
	Hyperbolicity of the classical system
	Double null co-ordinates for postprocessing
	Pauli-Villars counterterms
	Additional code testing

