arXiv:1902.10133v1 [gr-qc] 26 Feb 2019

Complexity factors for axially symmetric static sources

L. Herrera^∗ Instituto Universitario de Física Fundamental y Matemáticas, Universidad de Salamanca, Salamanca 37007, Spain

A. Di Prisco^† Escuela de Física, Facultad de Ciencias, Universidad Central de Venezuela, Caracas 1050, Venezuela

J. Ospino^‡ Departamento de Matemática Aplicada and Instituto Universitario de Física Fundamental y Matematicas, Universidad de Salamanca, Salamanca 37007, Spain (Dated: March 1, 2019)

A previously found definition of complexity for spherically symmetric fluid distributions [1], is extended to axially symmetric static sources. In this case there are three different complexity factors, defined in terms of three structure scalars obtained from the orthogonal splitting of the Riemann tensor. All these three factors vanish, for what we consider the simplest fluid distribution, i.e a fluid spheroid with isotropic pressure and homogeneous energy density. However, as in the spherically symmetric case, they can also vanish for a variety of configurations, provided the energy density inhomogeneity terms cancel the pressure anisotropic ones in the expressions for the complexity factors. Some exact analytical solutions of this type are found and analyzed. At the light of the obtained results, some conclusions about the correlation (the lack of it) between symmetry and complexity, are put forward.

PACS numbers: 04.40.-b, 04.40.Nr, 04.40.Dg Keywords: Relativistic Fluids, nonspherical sources, interior solutions.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent papers a new definition of complexity, in the context of general relativity, has been proposed for spherically symmetric fluid distributions, in the static case [1] and the dynamical case [2]. Applications of this concept to other theories of gravity have been proposed in [3, 4], while the charged case has been considered in [2] and [5]. Also, applications for some particular cases of cylindrically symmetric fluid distributions, may be found in [6]. It is our goal in this work to extend this definition of complexity to the most general axially symmetric static fluid distributions.

The motivation for such an endeavour is based on the fact that while it is true that observational evidence seems to suggest that deviations from spherical symmetry in compact self-gravitating objects (white dwarfs, neutron stars), are likely to be incidental rather than basic features of these systems (putting aside the evident fact that astrophysical objects are generally endowed with angular momentum), it also true that there is a bifurcation between any finite perturbation of Schwarzschild spacetime and any Weyl solution, even when the latter is characterized by parameters arbitrarily close to those corresponding to spherical symmetry (see [7]-[12] and references therein for a discussion on

∗ lherrera@usal.es † alicia.diprisco@ciens.ucv.ve ‡ j.ospino@usal.es

this point). This fact in turn is related to the well known result that the only regular static and asymptotically flat vacuum spacetime possessing a regular horizon is the Schwarzchild solution [13], while all the others Weyl exterior solutions [14]-[16] exhibit singularities in the curvature invariants (as the boundary of the source approaches the horizon).

Sources of different Weyl spacetimes have already been considered by several authors in the past (see for example [17]-[27] and references therein).

More recently, a renewed interest on this kind of solutions have aroused, particularly in relation to the deviations of spherical symmetry produced by different physical phenomena such as magnetic fields (see for example [28]-[33] and references therein).

In the spherically symmetric case, the complexity factor is a scalar variable intended to measure the degree of complexity of the fluid distribution. For reasons explained in detail in [1, 2], such scalar function may be identified as one of the scalar functions (structure scalars) which appears in the orthogonal splitting of the Riemann tensor [34]. More specifically, it is related to one of the scalar functions appearing in the splitting of the electric part of the Riemann tensor (see also [35–45] and references therein for further discusion on the structure scalar).

In the axially symmetric case the situation is much more complicated, and the number of structure scalars much larger than in the spherically symmetric case. Nevertheless the general criterium to define the variable(s) measuring the complexity of the fluid distribution will be the same, namely: we start by asking ourselves which is the simplest fluid configuration. As in the spherically symmetric case we shall assume that such a configuration corresponds to the incompressible (constant energy density), isotropic (in the pressure) spheroid. From this simple assumption, we shall see that as the obvious candidates to measure the degree of complexity of the fluid distribution, appear three of the eight structure scalars corresponding to the axially symmetric static fluid distribution. Explicit forms of these structure scalars as well as some useful differential equations relating the inhomogeneities of the energy density to some of the structure scalars were already found in [46].

As in the spherically symmetric case, the vanishing of the three complexity factors corresponds not only to the incompressible, isotropic spheroid, but also to a large family of solutions where the density inhomogeneity terms cancel the pressure anisotropic terms in the equations relating these to the complexity factors. Some of these solutions will be exhibited.

Our paper is organized as follows: In the next section we shall review the general framework developped in [46] to describe the most general non–vacuum, axially symmetric static spacetime. This include relevant variables and equations. Next we define the complexity factors for our system and discuss about their general properties. The two families of solutions found are described in sections IV. A summary of the obtained results as well as a list of some unsolved issues are presented in section V. Finally three Appendices with some useful equations are included.

II. THE GENERAL FRAMEWORK

As we mentioned in the Introduction, a general framework for describing axially symmetric static sources was deployed in [46]. Here we shall resort (with slight changes in the notation) to such a formalism. However in order to render this manuscript self–consistent we shall provide in this section a brief resume of the approach to be used. The reader may find all the details in [46].

A. The metric and the source

We shall consider static and axially symmetric sources. For such a system the line element may be written in “Weyl spherical coordinates” as:

ds^2 = −A^2dt^2 + B^2 ( dr^2 + r^2dθ^2 ) + D^2dϕ^2, (1)

where the coordinates t and ϕ are adapted to the two Killing vectors admitted by our line element, and therefore the metric functions depend only on r and θ.

For the sake of generality we shall not assume here the Weyl gauge. In the vacuum case this gauge can be used without loss of generality, and it allows for the reduction of the line element so that only two independent metric functions appear. However, in the interior this is not possible in general, though obviously one may assume it as an additional restriction, which amounts to satisfy R^3 + R^0 = 0, where R^α_β denotes the Ricci tensor.

Let us now provide a full description of the source. In order to give physical significance to the components of the energy momentum tensor, we shall apply the Bondi approach [47], which consists in defining the physical variables in a purely locally Minkowski frame (τ, x, y, z) (hereafter referred to as l.M.f.) where the first derivatives of the metric vanish (locally), or, equivalently, consider a tetrad field attached to such l.M.f.

For the system under consideration, the most general energy–momentum tensor in such locally defined coordinate system is given by:

^T_{αβ} = μ 0 0 0 0 P_{xx} P_{xy} 0 0 P_{yx} P_{yy} 0 0 0 0 P_{zz} , (2)

where μ, P_{xy}, P_{xx}, P_{yy}, P_{zz} denote the energy density and different stresses, respectively, as measured by our locally defined Minkowskian observer.

Also observe that P_{xy} = P_{yx} and, in general P_{xx} ≠ P_{yy} ≠ P_{zz} . Then transforming back to our coordinates, we obtain the components of the energy momentum tensor in terms of the physical variables as defined in the l.M.f.

T_{αβ} = (μ + P_{zz} )V_αV_β + P_{zz} g_{αβ} + (P_{xx} − P_{zz})K_αK_β + (P_{yy} − P_{zz} )L_αL_β + 2P_{xy}K_{(α}L_{β)}, (3)

where

V_α = (−A, 0, 0, 0); K_α = (0, B, 0, 0); L_α = (0, 0, Br, 0); S_α = (0, 0, 0, D), (4)

where we are considering observers at rest with respect to the fluid distribution.

Alternatively we may write the energy momentum tensor in the “canonical” form:

T_{αβ} = (μ + P )V_αV_β + P g_{αβ} + Π_{αβ} , (5)

with

Π_{αβ} = (P_{xx} − P_{zz} ) ( K_αK_β − h_{αβ} 3 )

+ (P_{yy} − P_{zz}) ( L_αL_β − h_{αβ} 3 ) + 2P_{xy}K_{(α}L_{β)},(6) and P = P_{xx} + P_{yy} + P_{zz} 3 , h_{μν} = g_{μν} + V_ν V_μ. (7)

and:

3 Π_{αβ} = 1 3 (2Π_I + Π_{II} ) ( K_αK_β − h_{αβ} 3 ) + 1 3 (2Π_{II} + Π_I ) ( L_αL_β − h_{αβ} 3 ) + Π_{KL} (K_αL_β + K_βL_α) , (8)

with

Π_{KL} = K^αL^βT_{αβ} , (9)

Π_I = ( 2K^αK^β − L^αL^β − S^αS^β ) T_{αβ}, (10)

Π_{II} = ( 2L^αL^β − K^αK^β − S^αS^β ) T_{αβ}. (11)

The relationships between the above scalars and the variables P_{xy}, P_{xx}, P_{yy}, P_{zz} are, (besides (7)), as follows:

Π_2 ≡ 1 3 (2Π_I + Π_{II} ) = P_{xx} − P_{zz} , (12)

Π_3 ≡ 1 3 (2Π_{II} + Π_I ) = P_{yy} − P_{zz} , (13)

Π_{KL} = P_{xy}. (14)

or, inversely: P_{zz} = P − 1 3 (Π_2 + Π_3), (15)

P_{xx} = P + 1 3 (2Π_2 − Π_3), (16)

P_{yy} = P + 1 3 (2Π_3 − Π_2). (17)

The explicit form of the Einstein equations as well as the conservation equations, for the line element (1) and the energy–momentum tensor (3), are given in the Appendix A and B respectively.

B. The structure scalars

The structure scalars for our problem were calculated in [46]. For their definition we need first to obtain the electric part of the Weyl tensor (the magnetic part vanishes identically), whose components can be obtained directly from its definition,

E_{μν} = C_{μανβ} V^α V^β, (18)

where C_{μανβ} denotes the Weyl tensor. These are exhibited in the Appendix B.

Equivalently, the electric part of the Weyl tensor may also be written as:

E_{αβ} = E_1 (K_αL_β + L_αK_β) + E_2 ( K_αK_β − 1 3 h_{αβ} ) + E_3 ( L_αL_β − 1 3 h_{αβ} ) , (19)

where explicit expressions for the three scalars E_1, E_2, E_3 are given in the Appendix.

Next, let us calculate the electric part of the Riemann tensor (the magnetic part vanishes identically), which is defined by

Y^ρ_β = V^αV^μR^ρ_{αβμ}. (20)

After some lengthy calculations we find;

Y_{αβ} = Y_{T F1} (K_αL_β + K_βL_α) + Y_{T F2} ( K_αK_β − 1 3 h_{αβ} )

+ Y_{T F3} ( L_αL_β − 1 3 h_{αβ} ) + 1 3 Y_T h_{αβ} , (21) where

Y_T = 4π(μ + 3P ), (22)

Y_{T F1} = E_1 − 4πΠ_{KL}, (23)

Y_{T F2} = E_2 − 4πΠ_2, (24)

Y_{T F3} = E_3 − 4πΠ_3. (25)

Finally, we shall find the tensor associated with the double dual of Riemann tensor, defined as:

X_{αβ} =^∗ R^∗_{αγβδ}V^γ V^δ = 1 2 η^{ϵρ}_{αγ} R^∗_{ϵρβδ}V^γ V^δ, (26) with R^∗_{αβγδ} =^1_2 η_{ϵργδ}R^{ϵρ}_{αβ} , where η_{ϵργδ} denotes the permutation symbol.

Thus, we find

X_{αβ} = X_{T F1} (K_αL_β + K_βL_α) + X_{T F2} ( K_αK_β − 1 3 h_{αβ} )

+ X_{T F3} ( L_αL_β − 1 3 h_{αβ} ) + 1 3 X_T h_{αβ} , (27)

where

X_T = 8πμ, (28)

X_{T F1} = −(E_1 + 4πΠ_{KL}), (29)

X_{T F2} = − (E_2 + 4πΠ_2) , (30)

X_{T F3} = − (E_3 + 4πΠ_3) . (31)

The scalars Y_T , Y_{T F 1}, Y_{T F 2},Y_{T F 3}, X_T , X_{T F 1}, X_{T F 2}, X_{T F 3}, are the structure scalars for our problem.

C. Some differential equations for the structure scalars

Two differential equations which relate the spatial derivatives of the physical variables and the Weyl tensor may be obtained using Bianchi identities, they have been found before for the spherically symmetric and the cylindrically symmetric cases (see [34], [39] and references therein). For our case they have been calculated in [46]:

E_{1θ} r + 1 3 (2E_2 − E_3)^′ +

E_1 r ( 2B_θ B + D_θ D ) + E_2 ( B^′ B + D^′ D + 1 r ) − E_3 ( B^′ B + 1 r ) = 4π 3 (2μ + 3P )^′ (32)

+ 4π [ μ + P + 1 3 (2Π_2 − Π_3) ] A^′ A + 4πΠ_{KL} A_θ Ar ,

E^′_1 + 1 3r (2E_3 − E_2)_θ + E_1 ( 2B^′ B + D^′ D + 2 r ) − E_2B_θ Br + E_3 r ( B_θ B + D_θ D ) = 4π 3r (2μ + 3P )_θ (33)

+ 4π [ μ + P + 1 3 (2Π_3 − Π_2) A_θ Ar ] + 4πΠ_{KL} A^′ A ,

which, using (22)-(25) and (28)-31), may be written in terms of structure scalars:

8πμ^′ 3 = 1 r [ Y_{T F 1θ} + 8πΠ_{KLθ} + (Y_{T F 1} + 8πΠ_{KL})(ln B^2D)_θ ] + [ 2 3 (Y^′_{T F 2} + 8πΠ^′_2) + (Y_{T F 2} + 8πΠ_2)(ln BDr)^′ ]

− [ 1 3 (Y^′_{T F 3} + 8πΠ^′_3) + (Y_{T F 3} + 8πΠ_3)(ln Br)^′ ] , (34)

8πμ_θ 3r = − 1 r [ 1 3 (Y_{T F 2θ} + 8πΠ_{2θ}) + (Y_{T F 2} + 8πΠ_2)(ln B)_θ ] + 1 r [ 2 3 (Y_{T F 3θ} + 8πΠ_{3θ}) + (Y_{T F 3} + 8πΠ_3)(ln BD)_θ ]

+ [ Y^′_{T F 1} + 8πΠ^′_{KL} + (Y_{T F 1} + 8πΠ_{KL})(ln B^2Dr^2)^′ ] , (35)

where prime and subscript θ denote derivatives with re- spect to r and θ respectively.

III. THE COMPLEXITY FACTORS

We have now available all the elements necessary to define the complexity factors for the fluid distribution under consideration. For doing so we have first to establish what we consider is the simplest possible fluid (or at least one of them). From elementary considerations, as we did in [1, 2], we assume that the incompressible (constant energy density) fluid with isotropic pressure is one of the simplest fluid distributions. Now, in [46] it has been shown that the necessary and sufficient conditions for the vanishing of the (invariantly defined) spatial derivatives of the energy density are X_{T F 1} = X_{T F 2} = X_{T F 3} = 0. In other words

X_{T F 1} = X_{T F 2} = X_{T F 3} = 0 ⇔ μ^′ = μ_θ = 0. (36)

Therefore the homogeneous energy–density condition implies X_{T F 1} = X_{T F 2} = X_{T F 3} = 0, which in turn produces

Y_{T F 1} = −8πΠ_{KL}; Y_{T F 2} = −8πΠ_2; Y_{T F 3} = −8πΠ_3. (37) Obviously, the isotropic pressure condition would imply Y_{T F 1} = Y_{T F 2} = Y_{T F 3} = 0.

Thus from the above considerations, and following the rationale exposed in the spherically symmetric case, we shall identify the three structure scalars Y_{T F} (more precisely, their absolute values) as the complexity factors. They vanish for the the incompressible (constant energy density) fluid with isotropic pressure, but may also vanish for inhomogeneous, anisotropic fluids, provided these two factors combine in such a way that they cancel the three complexity factors.

We shall next find some explicit analytical solutions.

IV. SOLUTIONS SATISFYING THE VANISHING COMPLEXITY FACTORS CONDITION

As was mentioned above, the fluid distribution with homogeneous energy density and isotropic pressure satisfies the vanishing complexity factors condition, but it is not the only one. These conditions may also be satisfied if the terms describing the energy density inhomogeneity cancel the anisotropic terms in (34), (35).

In this section we shall present some solutions of this kind. It should be kept in mind that our purpose here is not to present solutions representing specific physically meaningful compact object, but just to illustrate the way by means of which such models might be obtained.

A. The incompressible, isotropic spheroid

As we have already seen, the incompressible isotropic spheroid represents a fluid distribution for which the three complexity factors vanish. This solution was obtained and analyzed in [46]. Here we just reproduce it without details. Thus from (36), (29)–(31) and P_{xx} = P_{yy} = P_{zz} = P , P_{xy} = 0, μ = μ_0 = constant, it is evident that such a solution is also conformally flat.

For simplicity we shall assume the boundary surface Σ to be defined by the equation: r = r_1 = constant. (38) From the above and (A2) and (A5) it follows that

P^Σ= 0, (39)

where^Σ= means that both sides of the equation are evaluated on Σ

Under the conditions above (A7) and (A8) can be integrated to obtain:

P + μ_0 = ζ A , (40) and P + μ_0 = ξ(r) A , (41)

where ξ is an arbitrary function of its argument. Using boundary conditions (39) in (40) (41) it follows that: A(r_1, θ) = const. = α μ_0 , ζ = constant. (42) Finally, the metric of incompressible conformally flat isotropic fluids can be written as follows.

ds^2 = 1 (γr^2 + δ + br cos θ)^2 [ −(αr^2 + β + ar cos θ)^2dt^2 + dr^2 + r^2dθ^2 + r^2 sin^2 θdϕ^2 ] . (43)

Next, the physical variables can be easily calculated. Thus, using (43) into (A1) the energy density reads:

8πμ = 12γδ − 3b^2. (44)

To obtain the pressure we shall use (40) and (42), which produce

8πP = (3b^2 − 12γδ) [ 1 − αr^2_1 + β γr^2_1 + δ γr^2 + δ + br cos θ αr^2 + β + ar cos θ ] , (45) where b, γ, δ are constants, and

ζ = μ_0 αr^2_1 + β γr^2_1 + δ , a = αr^2_1 + β γr^2_1 + δ b, (46)

in order to satisfy the junction condition (39).

It is important to stress the fact that this solution cannot be matched to any Weyl exterior, except in the spherically symmetric case, even though it has a surface of vanishing pressure (see [2] for details). This result is in agreement with theorems indicating that static, perfect fluid (isotropic in pressure) sources are spherical (see [48] and references therein).

B. Anisotropic inhomogeneous spheroids

Although the inhomogeneous anisotropic spheroids exhibited in [46] do not satisfy the vanishing complexity factors conditions, solutions with vanishing complexity factors but inhomogeneous energy density and anisotropic pressure do exist, as we shall show in this subsection.

The metric variables for the solution are:

A(r, θ) = a_1r sin θ b_1r^2 + b_2

, (47) B(r, θ) = 1 b_1r^2 + b_2

(48) D(r, θ) = b_1r^2 − b_2 b_1r^2 + b_2 F ( r cos θ b_1r^2 − b_2 ) . (49)

It is a simple matter to check that conditions (C1)–(C3) are satisfied for (47)–(49).

Next, using the Einstein equations (A1)–(A5), the metric above produces the following expressions for the physical variables.

8πμ = 12b_1b_2 −

(b_1r^2 + b_2)^2 (b_1r^2 − b_2)^2 ( 4b_1b_2r^2cos^2θ (b_1r^2 − b_2)^2

+ 1) F_{zz} F , (50)

8πP = −12b_1b_2 +

(b_1r^2 + b_2)^2 3(b_1r^2 − b_2)^2 ( 4b_1b_2r^2cos^2θ (b_1r^2 − b_2)^2

+ 1) F_{zz} F , (51)

8πΠ_2 ≡ 8π(P_{xx} − P_{zz}) = F_{zz} 4F (b_1r^2 + b_2)^2 (b_1r^2 − b_2)^2 sin^2 θ, (52)

8πΠ_3 ≡ 8π(P_{yy} − P_{zz}) = F_{zz} 4F (b_1r^2 + b_2)^4cos^2θ (b_1r^2 − b_2)^4

, (53) 8πΠ_{KL} ≡ 8πP_{xy} = − F_{zz} 2F r(b_1r^2 + b_2)^3 (b_1r^2 − b_2)^3 sin 2θ, (54)

with

F (z) ≡ F ( r cos θ b_1r^2 − b_2 ) , (55)

and where a_1, b_1, b_2 are constants. For a range of values of these parameters, the physical behaviour of physical variables is acceptable and the metric may be matched smoothly on the boundary surface to a Weyl solution. However, our only purpose in this section is to illustrate the existence of solutions admitting the vanishing complexity factors condition, and not to model specific astrophysical objects.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have extended a previously proposed definition of complexity for spherically symmetric fluid distributions, to the axially symmetric static case. We have considered the most general fluid distribution compatible with this latter symmetry. Unlike the spherically symmetric case, the complexity is now defined in terms of three scalar functions (complexity factors). This fact opens the possibility to establish a more elaborated hierarchy of models, which runs from the simplest case (the vanishing of the three complexity factors) through semi–simple (semi–complex) models with only one or two vanishing complexity factors, until the more complex (the less simple) models with all the three complexity factors different from zero. Also, it is worth noticing that the three scalars Y_{T F,1,2,3} may be positive or negative (if they are non–vanishing), depending on the interplay between energy density inhomogeneity and pressure anisotropy. Accordingly it is evident from purely physical considerations that we have to choose the absolute values of these scalars as the measure of the complexity of any fluid distribution.

As it happens in the spherically symmetric case, there are more than one model compatible with the vanishing of all the complexity factors. It remains as a pending task to find out what all these models have in common (besides the fact that the complexity factors vanish). In other words, what are the physical consequences derived from the vanishing of the complexity factors? In the spherically symmetric case the consequence derived from the vanishing of the complexity factor is very simple: the distribution of the Tolman (active gravitational) mass is the same for all these configurations. We don’t know if something similar appears in the axially symmetric case.

In relation to the comment above, we would like to stress one point which deserves to be explored in some detail: we refer to the study of the possible relationship between complexity (as defined here) and the stability of the fluid distribution. Such relationship is apparent in the spherically symmetric case through the influence of the complexity factor in the value of the active gravitational mass (Tolman) within the fluid distribution.

Finally we would like to call the attention to an issue which may be relevant in the discussion about the definition of complexity. We have in mind here the possible link between symmetry (expressed through the admittance of Killing vectors), and complexity. Indeed, even though, at purely intuitive level, one might expect these two concepts to be closely intertwined, the fact is that our results in this work as well as in [1, 2] point in the opposite direction.

In the spherically symmetric case, both in the static and in the dynamic case, there are three Killing vectors which are compatible with a broad hierarchy in the degree of complexity. The situation analyzed in this manuscript reinforces further this picture, by admitting a wider hierarchy of complexity, for a lesser degree of symmetry.

Furthermore, there is an example that illustrates the lack of correlation between symmetry and complexity, in a particularly sharp and forceful way. Such an example is provided by the Szekeres spacetime [49, 50]. These are time dependent metrics sourced by pure dust, which in general do not admit a single Killing vector [51]. However, in spite of the absence of symmetry, the electric part of the Weyl tensor is defined through a single scalar function [52]. Then, since there are no pressure terms, if we restrict ourselves to the class of axially symmetric Szekeres metrics, we conclude that there is only one complexity factor (see eqs.(43-44) in [53]), as in the spherically symmetric case, revealing thereby that its degree of complexity is low, in spite of the fact that there is only one Killing vector (in the axially symmetric case).

Thus the qualification of “quasispherical” assigned by Szekeres himself to his solution appears to be well justified, due to the similar degree of complexity of both spacetimes. In other words, the concept of complexity adopted here, seems to represent better than its symmetry, some deeper aspects of the system.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was partially supported by the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation (grant FIS2010-15492). J.O. acknowledges financial support from the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation (grant FIS2009- 07238).

Appendix A: The Einstein and the conservation equations

For the line element (1) and the energy momentum (3), the Einstein equations read:

8πμ = − 1 B^2 { B^{′′} B + D^{′′} D + 1 r ( B^′ B + D^′ D ) − ( B^′ B )_2 + 1 r^2 [ B_{θθ} B + D_{θθ} D − ( B_θ B )_2]} , (A1)

8πP_{xx} = 1 B^2 [ A^′B^′ AB + A^′D^′ AD + B^′D^′ BD + 1 r ( A^′ A + D^′ D ) + 1 r^2 ( A_{θθ} A + D_{θθ} D − A_θB_θ AB + A_θD_θ AD − B_θD_θ BD )] , (A2)

8 8πP_{yy} = 1 B^2 [ A^{′′} A + D^{′′} D − A^′B^′ AB + A^′D^′ AD − B^′D^′ BD + 1 r^2 ( A_θB_θ AB + A_θD_θ AD + B_θD_θ BD )] , (A3)

8πP_{zz} = 1 B^2 { A^{′′} A + B^{′′} B − ( B^′ B )_2 + 1 r ( A^′ A + B^′ B ) + 1 r^2 [ A_{θθ} A + B_{θθ} B − ( B_θ B )_2]} , (A4)

8πP_{xy} = 1 B^2 { 1 r [ − A^′_θ A − D^′_θ D + B_θ B ( A^′ A + D^′ D ) + B^′ B A_θ A + B^′ B D_θ D ] + 1 r^2 ( A_θ A + D_θ D )} . (A5)

The nonvanishing components of the conservation equations T^{αβ}_{;β} = 0 yield: the trivial equation

μ̇ = 0, (A6) where the overdot denotes derivative with respect to t, and the two hydrostatic equilibrium equations

[ P + 1 3 (2Π_2 − Π_3) ]_′ + A^′ A [ μ + P + 1 3 (2Π_2 − Π_3) ] + B^′ B (Π_2 − Π_3) + D^′ D Π_2 + 1 r [( A_θ A + 2 B_θ B + D_θ D ) Π_{KL} + Π_{Klθ} + Π_2 − Π_3 ] = 0, (A7)

[ P + 1 3 (2Π_3 − Π_2) ] θ + A_θ A [ μ + P + 1 3 (2Π_3 − Π_2) ] + B_θ B (Π_3 − Π_2) + D_θ D Π_3 + r [( A^′ A + 2 B^′ B + D^′ D ) Π_{KL} + Π^′_{KL} ] + 2Π_{KL} = 0. (A8)

Appendix B: Expression for the components of the electric Weyl tensor

There are four nonvanishing components as calculated from (18), however they are not independent since they satisfy the relationship:

E_{11} + 1 r^2

E_{22} +

B^2 D^2

E_{33} = 0, (B1) implying that the Weyl tensor may be expressed through three independent scalar functions E_1, E_2, E_3.

These four components are

E_{11} = 1 6 [ 2A^{′′} A − B^{′′} B − D^{′′} D − 3A^′B^′ AB − A^′D^′ AD + ( B^′ B )_2 + 3B^′D^′ BD + 1 r ( 2 D^′ D − B^′ B − A^′ A )]

+ 1 6r^2 [ − A_{θθ} A − B_{θθ} B + 2D_{θθ} D + 3A_θB_θ AB − A_θD_θ AD + ( B_θ B )_2 − 3B_θD_θ BD ] , (B2)

9

E_{22} = − r^2 6 [ A^{′′} A + B^{′′} B − 2D^{′′} D − 3A^′B^′ AB + A^′D^′ AD − ( B^′ B )_2 + 3B^′D^′ BD + 1 r ( D^′ D + B^′ B − 2A^′ A )]

− 1 6 [ − 2A_{θθ} A + B_{θθ} B + D_{θθ} D + 3A_θB_θ AB + A_θD_θ AD − ( B_θ B )_2 − 3B_θD_θ BD ] , (B3)

E_{33} = −

D^2 6B^2 [ A^{′′} A − 2B^{′′} B + D^{′′} D − 2A^′D^′ AD + 2 ( B^′ B )_2 + 1 r ( D^′ D − 2B^′ B + A^′ A )]

− D^2 6B^2r^2 [ A_{θθ} A − 2B_{θθ} B + D_{θθ} D − 2A_θD_θ AD + 2 ( B_θ B )_2]

, (B4)

E_{12} = 1 2 [ A^′_θ A − D^′_θ D + B_θ B D^′ D − A^′B_θ AB − B^′A_θ AB + D_θ D B^′ B − 1 r ( A_θ A − D_θ D )] . (B5)

For the three scalars E_1, E_2, E_3 we obtain:

E_1 = 1 2B^2 [ 1 r ( A^′_θ A − D^′_θ D − B_θ B A^′ A + D^′ D B_θ B − B^′ B A_θ A + D_θ D B^′ B ) + 1 r^2 ( D_θ D − A_θ A )] , (B6)

E_2 = − 1 2B^2 [ − A^{′′} A + B^{′′} B + A^′B^′ AB + A^′D^′ AD − ( B^′ B )_2 − B^′D^′ BD + 1 r ( B^′ B − D^′ D )]

− 1 2B^2r^2 [ B_{θθ} B − D_{θθ} D − A_θB_θ AB + A_θD_θ AD − ( B_θ B )_2 + B_θD_θ BD ] , (B7)

E_3 = − 1 2B^2 [ B^{′′} B − D^{′′} D − A^′B^′ AB + A^′D^′ AD − ( B^′ B )_2 + B^′D^′ BD + 1 r ( B^′ B − A^′ A )]

− 1 2B^2r^2 [ B_{θθ} B − A_{θθ} A + A_θB_θ AB + A_θD_θ AD − ( B_θ B )_2 − B_θD_θ BD ] . (B8)

Or, using Einstein equations we may also write:

E_1 =

E_{12} B^2r

= 4πΠ_{KL} + 1 B^2r [ A^′_θ A − A^′B_θ AB − A_θ A ( B^′ B + 1 r )] , (B9)

E_2 = −

2E_{33} D^2 − E_{22} B^2r^2

= 4π(μ + 3P + Π_2) − A^′ B^2A ( 2D^′ D + B^′ B + 1 r )

+ A_θ AB^2r^2 ( B_θ B − 2D_θ D ) − 1 B^2r^2 A_{θθ} A , (B10)

E_3 = −

E_{33} D^2 + E_{22} B^2r^2

= 4πΠ_3 − A^′ B^2A ( D^′ D − B^′ B − 1 r ) − A_θ AB^2r^2 ( D_θ D + B_θ B ) + 1 B^2r^2 A_{θθ} A . (B11)

Appendix C: Vanishing complexity conditions

Y_{T F1} = 1 B^2r [ A^′_θ A − A^′B_θ AB − A_θ A ( B^′ B + 1 r )] = 0, (C1)

Y_{T F2} = A^{′′} B^2A − A^′ B^2A ( D^′ D + B^′ B ) + A_θ AB^2r^2 ( B_θ B − D_θ D ) = 0, (C2)

Y_{T F3} = − A^′ B^2A ( D^′ D − B^′ B − 1 r ) − A_θ AB^2r^2 ( D_θ D + B_θ B ) + 1 B^2r^2 A_{θθ} A = 0. (C3)

[1] L. Herrera, Phys. Rev. D 97, 044010 (2018). [2] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco and J. Ospino, Phys. Rev. D 98, 104059 (2018).

[3] G. Abbas and H. Nazar, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 510 (2018). [4] G. Abbas and H. Nazar, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 957 (2018). [5] M. Sharif and I. Butt, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 688 (2018). [6] M. Sharif and I. Butt, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 850 (2018). [7] J. Winicour, A.I. Janis and E.T. Newman Phys. Rev.

176,1507 (1968).

[8] A. Janis, E.T Newman and J. Winicour Phys. Rev. Lett.

20, 878 (1968).

[9] L. Bel Gen. Relativ. Gravitation 1, 337 (1971). [10] F. I. Cooperstock and G. J. Junevicus Nuovo Cimento 16B, 387 (1973).

[11] L. Herrera Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 17 , 557 (2008). [12] L. Herrera Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 17 , 2507 (2008). [13] W. Israel Phys. Rev. 164, 1776, (1967). [14] H. Weyl Ann. Physik 364, 185 (1919).

[15] T. Levi-Civita Atti. Accad. Naz. Lincei Rend. Classe Sci.Fis. Mat.Nat. 28, 101 (1919).

[16] J. L. Synge Relativity, The general theory(North-Holland Publ. Co, Amsterdam) (1960).

[17] W. C. Hernandez, Jr., Phys. Rev. 153, 1359 (1967). [18] J. J. J. Marek, Phys. Rev. 163, 1373 (1967). [19] K. Y. Fu Astrophys. J. 190, 411 (1974).

[20] H. Ardavan and M. Hossein Partovi Phys. Rev. D 16, 1664 (1977).

[21] B. W. Stewart, D. Papadopoulos, L. Witten, R. Berezdivin and L. Herrera, Gen. Rel. Grav. 14, 97 (1982).

[22] L. Herrera, G. Magli and D. Malafarina Gen. Rel. Grav.

37, 1371 (2005).

[23] L. Herrera, W. Barreto and J. L. Hernández–Pastora Gen. Rel. Grav. 37, 873 (2005).

[24] W. B. Bonnor Gen. Rel. Grav. 45, 1403 (2013). [25] M. Sharif and M.Zaeem ul Haq Bhatti, Astr. Space. Sci.

349, 995 (2014).

[26] H. Quevedo and S.Toktarbay, J. Math. Phys. 56, 052502 (2015).

[27] J. L. Hernández-Pastora, L. Herrera and J. Martín, Classical and Quantum Gravity 33, 235005 (2016).

[28] D. Manreza, J. Horvath and A.Perez-Martinez, Res.

Astr. Astrophys. 15, 975 (2015).

[29] M. Sharif and R.Manzoor, Comm.Theor. Phys. 68, 39 (2017).

[30] C. Dariescu, M. Dariescu and C. Stelea, Gen. Rel. Grav.

49,153 (2017).

[31] R. Negreiros, C. Bernal, V. Dexhemer and O. Troconis,Universe 4, 43 (2018).

[32] C. Stelea, M.Dariescu and C.Dariescu, Phys. Rev. D 97, 104059 (2018).

[33] M. Dariescu, C. Dariescu and C. Stelea,Gen. Rel. Grav.

50,126 (2018).

[34] L. Herrera, J. Ospino, A. Di Prisco, E. Fuenmayor and O. Troconis Phys. Rev. D 79, 064025 (2009).

[35] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco, J. Ospino and J. Carot Phys.

Rev.D 82, 024021 (2010).

[36] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco and J. Ospino Gen.Rel. Grav.

42, 1585 (2010).

[37] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco and J. Ibáñez Phys. Rev. D 84, 064036 (2011).

[38] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco and J. Ibáñez Phys. Rev. D 84, 107501 (2011).

[39] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco and J. Ospino Gen.Rel. Grav.

44, 2645 (2012).

[40] M. Sharif and M. Zaeem Ul Haq Bhatti Gen.Rel. Grav.

44, 2811 (2012).

[41] M. Sharif and M. Zaeem Ul Haq Bhatti Mod. Phys. Lett.

A 27, 1250141 (2012).

[42] T. Hussain, M. Khurshudyan, S.Ahmed and As. Khurshudyan, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 26,1750155 (2017).

[43] M. Bhatti, Z. Yousaf and M. Ilyas, Eur. Phys. J. C 77, 690 (2017).

[44] R. Kumar and S. Srivastava, Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 50, 95 (2018).

[45] S. Ahmad, A. Rehman, Z. Aas, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 33,1850111 (2018).

[46] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco, J. Ibáñez and J. Ospino, Phys.

Rev. D 87, 024014 (2013).

[47] H. Bondi, Proc. R. Soc. London, A281, 39 (1964) [48] A. K. M. Masood-ul-Alama Gen. Rel. Grav. 39, 55 (2007).

[49] P. Szekeres, Phys. Rev. D 12, 2941 (1975). [50] P. Szekeres, Commun. Math. Phys. 41, 55 (1975). [51] W. B. Bonnor, A. H. Sulaiman and N. Tomimura, Gen.

Rel. Grav. 8, 549 (1977).

[52] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco, J. Ibáñez and J. Carot, Phys.

Rev. D 86, 044003 (2012).

[53] L. Herrera, A. Di Prisco, J. Ibáñez and J. Ospino, Phys.

Rev. D 89, 084034 (2014).