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Abstract

Cosmology is built on a relativistic understanding of gravity, where the geometry of

the Universe is dynamically determined by matter and energy. In the cosmological

concordance model, gravity is described by General Relativity, and it is assumed that on

large scales the Universe is homogeneous and isotropic. These fundamental principles

should be tested. In this thesis, we explore the implications of breaking them.

In order to understand possible modifications to gravity on cosmological scales, we extend

the formalism of parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology, an approach for building

cosmological tests of gravity that are consistent with tests on astrophysical scales. We

demonstrate how this approach can be used to construct theory-independent equations

for the cosmic expansion and its first-order perturbations. Then, we apply the framework

to observations of the anisotropies in the cosmic microwave background. We use these to

place novel cosmological constraints on the evolution of the post-Newtonian parameters.

We investigate the consequences of inhomogeneity and isotropy by developing a new

approach to studying anisotropy in the Universe, wherein we consider how an anisotropic

cosmology might emerge on large scales as a result of averaging over inhomogeneous

structures, and demonstrate how the emergent model is affected by backreaction. We

perform a detailed study of light propagation in a wide class of inhomogeneous and

anisotropic spacetimes, exploring the conditions under which the Hubble diagram can

be accurately predicted by an anisotropic model constructed using explicit averaging,

even in the presence of large inhomogeneities. We show that observables calculated in a

suitable averaged description closely reproduce the true Hubble diagram on large scales,

as long as the spacetime possesses a well-defined homogeneity scale.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Of the four known fundamental interactions, gravity is by far the weakest. Nonetheless,

the evolution of our Universe is due entirely to gravitational physics. Gravitation is an

intrinsically relativistic phenomenon, describing the interaction between matter and en-

ergy and the curvature of spacetime itself. In order to model how the Universe behaves

on cosmological scales, it is therefore necessary to appreciate the profound consequences

of relativistic gravity. This a rather imposing task, because Einstein’s General Theory

of Relativity, which remains an extraordinarily successful theory over a century after its

publication, is a mathematically subtle, nonlinear theory, and its full implications for

cosmological physics are still not entirely known. Moreover, the Universe is highly in-

homogeneous, containing a rich cosmic web of nonlinear structures at late times, which

large-scale galaxy surveys (see e.g. Refs. [13, 14]) are probing to ever-higher preci-

sion. It would seem, then, that a full accounting for all these observations can only be

achieved by understanding how relativistic gravitational fields are sourced by realistic,

inhomogeneous matter distributions.

However, enormous progress has been made in the field of cosmology through the use of

a very simple model, the ΛCDM concordance model. It is built on three fundamental

principles:

1. The cosmological principle, which states that the Universe is statistically spatially

homogeneous and isotropic. As a corollary, the large-scale geometry of the Universe

is taken as being described by the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW)

metric.

2. General Relativity as the underlying theory of gravity, that provides the equations

of motion for the metric of spacetime.

3. The ΛCDM model - dark energy in the form of Einstein’s cosmological constant

Λ , plus cold dark matter - for ∼ 95% of the energy content of the Universe.
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The simplicity, and ready observational applicability, of the ΛCDM concordance model,

whose properties we will explore in Chapter 3, allows cosmologists largely to forget about

many of the complexities of relativistic gravitation. Those complexitites are sidestepped

by imposing the FLRW geometry and General Relativity a priori, and then dealing

with the inhomogeneities present in the Universe through a combination of perturbation

theory on large scales (where the relativistic nature of gravity is incorporated, but its

fundamental nonlinearity is ignored), and Newtonian techniques on small scales (where

nonlinear overdensities in the matter distribution are accounted for, but relativity is not).

These standard approaches are certainly not without merit, providing an astoundingly

good fit to many observations, in particular the anisotropies in the cosmic microwave

background [7] and the large-scale structure of the Universe [15].

However, aside from the long-standing problem that the FLRW cosmology in General

Relativity appears to be fit observationally only through the inclusion of dark energy and

dark matter species of unknown origin, and the well-known present tensions within the

standard model [9, 10, 16], there is good reason to think that a more careful, covariant,

treatment of relativistic gravity, rather than an imposed geometry and gravitational the-

ory (with inhomogeneities accounted for through a mixture of perturbative and Newto-

nian approaches) might be required in order to model cosmological phenomena correctly,

especially in the new era of precision measurements.

Let us begin with the problems associated with assuming General Relativity (GR) as the

theory of gravity that governs all cosmological physics. Although GR is very well-tested

in the Solar System and in other astrophysical settings such as binary pulsars [17], it

is rather less well supported by cosmological observations. To assume that its validity

in the Solar System applies equally to the entire Universe involves an extrapolation

over several orders of magnitude in length and time scales. With this, the dark energy

and dark matter problems, and the ΛCDM tensions, in mind (among other problems,

including the ultimate need for a quantum theory of gravity), many cosmologists have

proposed alternative theories of gravity.

Of course, one can simply pick specific modified gravity (MG) theories, and then calcu-

late predictions for observables, using the standard perturbative and quasi-Newtonian

methods that are successful in the concordance model. While straightforward, this ap-

proach to model-testing does not really allow us to explore all the possible phenomena

that may arise in relativistic theories of gravity. It is certainly conceivable that different

theories might provide identical predictions for an FLRW spacetime, for linear pertur-

bations about that model, or in the Solar System, but display fundamentally different
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behaviour in nonlinear and non-perturbative contexts1. In order to test General Rela-

tivity and other candidate theories of gravity, one ought therefore to understand them in

their full, relativistic form. Moreover, one should study their behaviour in generic inho-

mogeneous and anisotropic spacetimes, so that the allowed results are not restricted by

the symmetries imposed. This will be the focus of Chapters 5 and 6, where we will build

and carry out tests of gravity without specifying any underlying field content, other than

the existence of a metric, and without placing any restrictions on the spacetime geome-

try, other than the existence of an homogeneity scale that allows an effective large-scale

cosmological model to be extracted.

The other central problem we will focus on, associated with the application of General

Relativity, or indeed any relativistic (metric) theory of gravity, in our Universe, is that

of how one should properly deal with inhomogeneity in cosmology. An implication of

carrying out such a study is that one can ask whether the standard mixture of perturba-

tive and Newtonian approaches is at all appropriate, or whether it might lead to severely

misleading predictions that lead us to make erroneous inferences about the matter and

energy content of the Universe. Because gravity is nonlinear, it is in fact not the case

that a statistically homogeneous and isotropic universe can necessarily be described by

an exactly homogeneous and isotropic FLRW geometry, or that gravitational physics on

the largest scales can in general be separated out from the complicated web of nonlinear

structure that we know must exist on smaller scales, especially at late times. Instead,

one should account for the possibility that inhomogeneities themselves affect the evolu-

tion of the large-scale properties of the Universe, with potentially profound observational

consequences. This is the problem of cosmological backreaction [23–27], to which we will

devote considerable attention in this thesis. It is an intrinsically relativistic problem,

which one would simply miss by studying structure formation using a purely Newto-

nian description of gravitational perturbations, on top of an FLRW background metric

imposed by hand.

Appreciating the relativistic nature of gravity, and analysing the effects of inhomogeneity

accordingly, becomes particularly important if one has reason to believe that the large-

scale Universe might actually be anisotropic, as recent observations may suggest [11].

Covariant modelling of exact anisotropic cosmological models shows that, under typical

conditions, many of them tend to become isotropic at late times [28, 29]. However,

much like the standard conclusions about the energy content of the Universe, which

rely implicitly on the assumption of an exactly homogeneous and isotropic geometry,

being used to model the dynamics of a spacetime which appears only to exhibit those

1A classic example of this is the notion of screening mechanisms [18–22], whereby the nonlinearity
of certain theories of gravity (typically scalar-tensor theories) is exploited to force them to be indistin-
guishable from GR in the Solar System, while exhibiting very different cosmological behaviour.
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properties statistically, it is not clear that the usual conclusions about anisotropy in

the large-scale Universe should remain true in the presence of inhomogeneities on small

scales. This problem will be central to Chapters 7 and 8, in which we will show, using an

inherently relativistic and non-perturbative approach, that the possibility of cosmological

backreaction might lead to substantial modifications in the late-time evolution of cosmic

anisotropy, with ensuing complications for the interpretation of observations in terms of

an homogeneous description.

Overall, then, we make the case in this thesis that in order to test and extend our present

understanding of cosmology, it is crucial to apply the ideas of relativity carefully in the

complex, inhomogeneous and anisotropic Universe in which we make observations, and

to do so without assuming from the start the nature of the gravitational theories and

geometrical models which we wish to test. Although much of the presentation in this

thesis will be focused on the mathematical theory that underpins relativistic cosmological

modelling, we will seek wherever possible to make contact with observational probes, and

to discuss how the results of those probes can be interpreted in a generic and physically

rigorous fashion.

The thesis is structured as follows.

• In Chapter 2, we explore the relativistic approach to cosmological modelling. We

start from Einstein’s equivalence principle which underpins the idea of gravity

describing the curvature of spacetime, and use it to construct the General Theory

of Relativity in its familiar form. Then, we introduce several fruitful covariant

approaches that will be central to the analysis presented in much of the thesis.

Finally, we show how the behaviour of light rays can be studied in curved spacetime,

and how fundamental observables such as redshifts and distances are defined and

calculated in general.

• Chapter 3 describes the ΛCDM concordance cosmology, that we are seeking to test

and extend. We discuss the key properties of the homogeneous and isotropic FLRW

universe, and the theory of cosmological perturbations that is used in the standard

model to study the growth of inhomogeneous structures. We explain how these

ideas can be placed in a covariant context, by making contact with the relativistic

modelling approaches developed in Chapter 2. We also introduce two crucial ob-

servational probes that have been used to constrain the concordance model: the

cosmic microwave background (in particular its temperature anisotropies), and the

Hubble diagram.

• In Chapter 4, we discuss several theoretical and observational probes that point

to the incompleteness of the ΛCDM model, and use these to indicate the need to

study alternatives to it. We therefore introduce two main classes of alternatives.
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The first of these, which motivate the research carried out in Chapters 5 and 6, are

modified theories of gravity, and we explain how these are tested and compared

to General Relativity on astrophysical and cosmological scales, and why theory-

independent parameterised frameworks play an important role. The second class,

which lead on to the research carried out in Chapters 7 and 8, are alternatives to

the homogeneous and isotropic FLRW description of the Universe’s geometry. We

demonstrate the main theoretical tools that are used to develop anisotropic and

inhomogeneous cosmological models. Finally, we discuss the related problems of

averaging in curved spacetime and cosmological backreaction.

• Chapter 5 is focused on building a theory-independent framework for testing grav-

ity on cosmological scales, based on the highly successful parameterised post-

Newtonian (PPN) formalism which is used to constrain gravity in astrophysical

settings. We show that this parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology (PPNC) can

be used to describe the large-scale cosmic expansion, and the evolution of scalar

and vector perturbations to the FLRW cosmology across a wide range of scales,

all the way down from superhorizon scales to the regime of nonlinear structure

formation where standard perturbation theory breaks down. We devote particular

attention to how peculiar velocities source the evolution of gravitational fields in

general through the momentum constraint, and how the framework can be applied

to canonical example theories of gravity, leading us to develop a general under-

standing of the scale and time dependence of gravitational couplings.

• In Chapter 6, we apply the PPNC formalism in order to obtain the first con-

straints on the time dependence of the PPN parameters, which are used to test

gravity in the Solar System, from the anisotropies in the cosmic microwave back-

ground (CMB) measured by the Planck satellite [30]. We use the properties of the

CMB anisotropies to explore the PPNC theory space, showing that they indicate

an illuminating equality between the post-Newtonian parameters, and that it is

crucial to consider the effects of modifying gravity not only on cosmological per-

turbations, as is done in many standard approaches, but also on the background

expansion itself. We present observational constraints for a variety of different

implementations of the PPNC framework, indicating that the data are consistent

with General Relativity. We discuss how the constraints may be improved with

the inclusion of other datasets.

• Chapter 7 is centred around alternatives to the concordance model, that are built

not through deviations in the theory of gravity, but rather by questioning the

modelling of the Universe’s geometry as isotropic on large scales. We use the

idea of emergence, based on Buchert’s averaging formalism [23, 31], to show how
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an anisotropic cosmological model can arise on large scales from a generic, inho-

mogeneous and anisotropic description on small scales. We derive the full set of

equations of motion that determine the evolution of such a universe, and interpret

them in terms of a locally rotationally symmetric (LRS) Bianchi cosmology, whose

evolution is sourced by backreaction from nonlinear structures. We apply our novel

approach explicitly to an instructive class of model spacetimes, in order to demon-

strate the importance of foliation dependence, and the additional complications

that arise in an emergent anisotropic cosmology compared to the isotropic case.

• We develop the notion of emergent anisotropy further in Chapter 8, by demon-

strating how it can be used to describe Hubble diagram observations in anisotropic

universes. We present a non-perturbative ray-tracing method that can be used

to determine the redshifts and luminosity distances that observers would infer for

distant sources in a series of informative exact inhomogeneous and anisotropic

spacetimes. We compare these Hubble diagrams to the observations that would

be made by fictitious observers residing in the large-scale averaged cosmological

models. We show how accurate replication of Hubble diagram observables in these

spacetimes is closely related to the existence of a well-defined scale of statistical

homogeneity, and how the “average of the Hubble diagram” converges to the “Hub-

ble diagram of the average” in those cases. In contrast, we verify that this is far

from guaranteed in spacetimes without a statistical homogeneity scale, and relate

this once again to the key issue of foliation dependence.

We present our conclusions in Chapter 9.

1.1 Conventions and notation

We adopt the following conventions throughout this thesis.

The speed of light c is set to unity. Newton’s constant G is typically retained, but at

some points, we also set 8πG equal to unity. We will state clearly when we are doing so.

We use the metric signature (−,+,+,+), and the conventions of Misner, Thorne and

Wheeler for the Riemann and Ricci tensors [32].

Latin indices a, b, c, d, ... from the beginning of the alphabet denote spacetime indices,

and Latin indices i, j, k, ... from the middle of the alphabet are reserved for purely spatial

indices. Repeated indices are summed over, according to Einstein’s summation conven-

tion, unless otherwise stated.

Round brackets around indices indicate symmetrisation,

t(ab) =
1

2!
[tab + tba] ; t(abc) =

1

3!
[tabc + tbac + tcab + tcba + tbca + tacb] etc. ,
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and square brackets around them denote anti-symmetrisation,

t[ab] =
1

2!
[tab − tba] ; t[abc] =

1

3!
[tabc − tbac + tcab − tcba + tbca − tacb] etc. .

Partial derivatives are denoted by either by ∂a or by a comma. We use overdots for

covariant time derivatives along a preferred timelike congruence, and for partial deriva-

tives with respect to a time coordinate t, and primes for partial derivatives with respect

to either conformal time or a preferred spatial coordinate, as will be made clear from

the context.



Chapter 2

Relativistic cosmology

The central conceit of this thesis is that generalised, covariant frameworks provide in-

sight into the building and testing of cosmological models, that is not apparent if one

uses only simplified approaches built for the ΛCDM concordance model. To that end, it

is our aim in this chapter to introduce the fundamental approaches that will be required

for the studies that follow. We will first introduce the foundational idea of gravity as

the curvature of spacetime, leading to Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity. Then,

we will summarise three important covariant approaches to cosmology, that study the

properties of four-dimensional spacetime by decomposing it with respect to some phys-

ically preferred objects. Finally, we will discuss the behaviour of light rays in curved

spacetime, with a viewing to understanding observations in the expanding Universe.

2.1 Relativistic gravity

Here, we provide a brief overview of the principles of spacetime curvature and the General

Theory of Relativity (GR) that are required for this thesis. The discussion here is

nowhere near exhaustive. For further details, see e.g. Refs. [32–34].

2.1.1 Einstein’s equivalence principle

The starting point of all relativistic theories of gravity is Einstein’s equivalence principle

(EEP). Taken as a whole, the EEP states that the laws of physics in any locally inertial

frame of reference are identically those of special relativity. It can be divided into

three parts [35]: the weak equivalence principle (WEP), local Lorentz invariance, and

invariance under spacetime translations.

The weak equivalence principle asserts that all freely falling test particles fall identically

in the presence of the same gravitational field, no matter their mass or composition. This

is a corollary of the equivalence of inertial mass mI - the resistance of an object to being

26
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accelerated - and gravitational mass mg - the charge of an object with respect to the

gravitational field. The WEP has been tested to exquisite accuracy using torsion-balance

Eötvös experiments [17, 36, 37], which have verified it to one part in 1013 [37].

Local Lorentz invariance means that the results of any experiment performed in a locally

inertial reference frame are independent of the velocity of the frame with respect to any

other frame. It is a generalisation of Galilean invariance to include electromagnetism.

Therefore, it implies that the speed of light is invariant under all Lorentz boosts. Like

the WEP, it is verified to high precision using laboratory experiments [38]. In recent

years, it has also been tested using pulsars [39] and gravitational waves [40].

Invariance under spacetime translations means that the results of any experiment per-

formed in a locally inertial reference frame are independent of the spacetime location

at which that experiment is performed. The laws of physics are the same wherever,

and whenever, in the Universe one chooses to measure them. Spacetime translation

invariance can be tested using atomic clocks [41].

The Einstein equivalence principle implies that locally, the motion of all massive test

particles is determined by extremising the single-particle action

Sparticle = m

∫
dτ = m

∫ √
−ds2 , (2.1)

where τ is the proper time measured by an observer comoving with that particle. The

infinitesimal ds2 is defined by

ds2 = ηab dx̂
a dx̂b , (2.2)

where the x̂a refer to coordinates defined in that local inertial frame. The Minkowski

metric ηab is given in terms of the usual Euclidean coordinates x̂a = (t, x, y, z) by

ηab = diag (−1, 1, 1, 1) . (2.3)

In order to satisfy the EEP, it must always be possible to construct such a set of locally

free-falling coordinates. This can only be true everywhere in spacetime if the laws

of physics obey the principle of general covariance: invariance under all changes of

coordinate frame. Hence, the motion of free-falling particles must always be determined

by the extremisation of the single-particle action, where we can write the spacetime

interval in terms of an arbitrary set of spacetime coordinates xa as

ds2 = gab dx
a dxb . (2.4)

The object gab is the spacetime metric tensor. According to the EEP, it is the central

object in gravitational physics. If one knows the metric at all points in spacetime, as
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a function of a prescribed atlas of coordinate systems, then the trajectories of all test

bodies can be calculated. If the test body is massive, then the worldline the particle

follows is referred to as timelike, and the tangent vector ta to that worldline satisfies

gabt
atb = tat

a = −1 . However, the metric also determines the worldlines of massless

particles, which are null, with tat
a = 0, and can be used to describe spacelike curves

with tat
a = 1. These would be the worldlines followed by particles of negative mass.

Any theory of gravity that obeys the EEP is referred to as a metric theory. In this

thesis, we will only be concerned with such theories. Metric theories are differentiated

from one another by how the distributions of matter and energy throughout the Universe

determine the metric tensor.

2.1.2 Spacetime curvature

Because gab varies as one moves through spacetime, it is necessary to define a notion

of parallel transport, that tells us how two quantities defined at different points can be

compared. This is achieved through a second object, the connection ∇a , which defines

the covariant derivative. It is a generalisation of the coordinate partial derivative that is

used in locally inertial frames, and is defined to be metric-compatible so that along any

given curve, the metric is parallel-transported,

∇agbc = 0 . (2.5)

In terms of a coordinate basis xa, the covariant derivative of some tensor t d
bc is defined

∇at
d

bc = ∂at
d

bc − Γe bat
d

ec − Γe cat
d

be + Γdeat
e

bc , (2.6)

with obvious generalisations to tensors of higher and lower rank. Note that there is

a distinction here between contravariant (upper) indices and covariant (lower) indices.

The components of a vector are lowered and raised using the metric and its inverse,

va = gab v
b and va = gabvb respectively1. A connection which satisfies Eq. (2.5) is

referred to as metric-compatible. In the context of differential geometry, the metric and

the connection are entirely separate objects in general. However, it is always possible to

choose a connection so that it is compatible with the metric. This is typically what is

done in relativistic cosmology. If one demands that the connection is not only metric-

compatible as above, but also torsion-free (T a bc = Γa bc − Γa cb = 0), then the only

possible solution is the Levi-Civita connection. In terms of the metric and its partial

1It is really more correct to refer only to va as the components of a vector, and to va as the components
of a covector or one-form. However, the existence of the inverse metric gab means that it always possible
to convert a covector va into a vector va . Therefore, we will be relaxed with our language, and just refer
to vectors in both cases.
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derivatives, this is defined by the Christoffel symbols

{
a

bc

}
=

gad

2
(∂bgcd + ∂cgbd − ∂dgbc) . (2.7)

Throughout this thesis, we will always take the connection ∇a to be the Levi-Civita

connection, meaning that the connection coefficients Γa bc are given by the Christoffel

symbols. It should be noted, however, that this is a choice, and equally valid formulations

of gravity exist which make use of other connections [42, 43].

At any individual point, the Christoffel symbols can be made to vanish by choosing a

locally inertial coordinate basis, such that the components of the metric with respect to

that local basis are given by ηab . If there exists a basis in which the Christoffel symbols

vanish globally, then the spacetime is said to be flat. Otherwise, it is curved. It is this

curvature of spacetime which constitutes the relativistic gravitational field.

The spacetime curvature is described entirely by the Riemann tensor, which is defined

by the Ricci identity

(∇a∇b −∇b∇a)Vc = RabcdV
d , (2.8)

for any Va . This implies that the components of the Riemann tensor with respect to a

local coordinate basis are

Rabcd = ∂cΓ
a
bd − ∂dΓ

a
bc + ΓaceΓ

e
db − ΓadeΓ

e
cb . (2.9)

This is a rank-4 tensor, so it has 256 components. However, they are not independent. By

inspection of the above, one sees that the Riemann tensor satisfies R(ab)cd = Rab(cd) = 0 .

It also satisfies the first Bianchi identity, R[abc]d = 0 . Finally, and crucially, is the second

Bianchi identity,

∇[aRbc]de = 0 . (2.10)

The importance of this equation will be demonstrated shortly. For now, note that the

symmetries of the Riemann tensor tell us that there are in fact only 20 independent

components. These are further decomposed into two parts, each with 10 independent

components. The Ricci tensor Rab is defined

Rab = Rcacb , (2.11)

and it is symmetric in its two indices. Its trace R = gabRab is the Ricci scalar. The other

10 components of the Riemann curvature are contained in the Weyl tensor Cabcd , which
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is conformally invariant and trace-free,

Cabcd = Rabcd − ga[cRd]b + gb[cRd]a +
R

6
(gacgbd − gadgbc) . (2.12)

It shares the symmetries of the Riemann tensor. The conformal invariance of Cabcd

(invariance under transformations gab −→ Ω2(xc) gab , where Ω is an arbitrary non-zero

function of the coordinates, that is defined at all points in the spacetime) implies that

the Weyl curvature vanishes for any spacetime whose metric gab can be related to the

Minkowski metric ηab by a conformal transformation.

Before we discuss the physical interpretation of curvature, note that contracting the

second Bianchi identity (2.10) twice with respect to the metric gives

∇bGab = 0 , where Gab = Rab −
R

2
gab (2.13)

is the Einstein tensor.

In order to understand the physical effects of curvature, it is necessary first to see how

the trajectories of particles are determined entirely by the spacetime metric. Freely

falling test particles follow geodesic curves xa(λ) through the spacetime, where the affine

parameter λ varies smoothly along the curve, and can equally well describe timelike,

spacelike or null geodesics2. In the timelike case, λ is often taken to be the proper time

τ measured by such a geodesic observer.

The tangent vector ta =
dxa

dλ
defines the Lagrangian derivative

D

dλ
≡ ta∇a , so that the

curves xa(λ) are described by the (affinely parametrised) geodesic equation,

D2xa

dλ2
= tb∇bt

a = 0 . (2.14)

This is typically written in terms of the Christoffel symbols,

d2xa

dλ2
+ Γa bc

dxb

dλ

dxc

dλ
= 0 . (2.15)

Therefore, a non-zero Christoffel connection causes the trajectories of geodesics to deviate

from a straight line with respect to the local coordinate basis. We reiterate that this does

not necessarily mean that the spacetime is curved; that is true only if the combination

of Christoffel symbols that defines the Riemann tensor is non-zero.

The physical effect of curvature is demonstrated by considering a family of infinitesi-

mally separated geodesics, with tangents ta . We can define δxa to be the infinitesimal

separation vector between neighbouring geodesics in that family, such that ta =
dxa1
dλ

=

2By an affine parameter, we mean a parameter λ such that the curve described by xa(λ) is invariant
under affine transformations λ −→ aλ + b . It is possible to construct geodesics that are not affinely
parametrised, but this is not necessary for our purposes.
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dxa2
dλ

, and δxa(λ) = xa2(λ)− xa1(λ) . Each of these curves satisfies the geodesic equa-

tion,
D2

dλ2
xa1,2 = 0 . By considering how the separation vector δxa changes under an

infinitesimal variation of the affine parameter λ , and inserting the expression (2.9) for

Rabcd in terms of the Christoffel symbols Γa bc , one obtains the equation of geodesic

deviation,
D2

dλ2
δxa = Ra bcd t

b td δxc . (2.16)

Hence, spacetime curvature, encoded by a non-vanishing Riemann tensor, causes the

worldlines of neighbouring geodesic observers to accelerate relative to one another. The

unambiguous signal of a gravitational field is the presence of non-local tidal forces that

would change the separation and orientation of a compass of test particles [44, 45]. Now

let us consider timelike geodesics specifically, and decompose the Riemann tensor into

its Ricci and Weyl parts. Then the geodesic deviation equation can be written as [44]

D2

dλ2
δxa = R δxa + (Ra

b + Ca b) δxb , where (2.17)

R = −1

3
Rbc t

btc ,

Rab =
1

2

(
h c
a h

d
b − 1

3
habh

cd

)
Rcd , and

Cab = Cadcbt
ctd .

Here we have introduced hab = gab+ tatb, which projects all tensors it acts upon into the

spacelike 3-surfaces orthogonal to the timelike vector ta . The interpretation of the above

is as follows. The Weyl tensor produces a volume-preserving shear on a compass of test

particles, with the symmetric and trace-free Cab constituting a relativistic generalisation

of the Newtonian tidal force gradient. The Ricci tensor can also produce shear, through

Rab , but it has the important additional effect of expanding or contracting the volume

of the entire compass, through the double contraction R of the Ricci tensor with the

timelike tangent vector ta . It remains, however, to determine how the matter fields that

are present in the universe actually source the curvature of spacetime, and therefore

produce a physical effect through the geodesic deviation equation. Next, we will show

how this is done, by defining a suitable action for the gravitational field.

2.1.3 General Relativity

The equations of motion of Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity are derived most

simply by considering an action for the gravitational field which is consistent with the

following principles [46]:
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1. Spacetime is a four-dimensional manifold M, equipped with a metric gab . Its

tangent spaces T M are equipped with the Levi-Civita connection ∇a .

2. The only gravitational degree of freedom is the metric gab .

3. The equations of motion for the metric are local.

4. Those local equations contain derivatives of the metric no higher than second order.

Lovelock’s theorem [47–49] states that given these four postulates, the most general

action that can be constructed is the Einstein-Hilbert action

SEH =
1

16πG

∫

M
d4x

√−g (R− 2Λ) , (2.18)

where g denotes the determinant of gab, and Λ is Einstein’s cosmological constant. In

the above, we have assumed that there are no surface terms [50, 51] on the boundary

∂M of the spacetime manifold. The full action is SEH + Smatter , and varying it with

respect to the metric, and defining the energy-momentum tensor from the matter action

according to

Tab =
2√−g

δSmatter

δgab
, (2.19)

gives Einstein’s field equations,

Gab = 8πGTab − Λ gab , (2.20)

where Gab is the Einstein tensor we introduced in Eq. (2.13). Einstein’s equations are

equations of motion for the Ricci tensor. They tell us that in vacuum, Rab vanishes, so

the free part of the gravitational field is entirely contained within the Weyl tensor. It

can be sourced by matter through action at a distance, with its equation of motion given

by the second Bianchi identity. Note that at times throughout this thesis, we will set

the prefactor 8πG equal to unity.

Finally, we can take the covariant divergence of Einstein’s equations. From the double

contraction of the second Bianchi identity (2.10), we have ∇bGab = 0 , as per Eq. (2.13).

Inserting this into Einstein’s equations gives the equations of motion for the matter

fields,

∇bTab = 0 . (2.21)

Hence, the local conservation of energy-momentum is guaranteed by Einstein’s equations.

However, for a general metric there are no globally conserved quantities. Global conser-

vation laws exist in curved spacetime only if that spacetime possesses special symmetries

(associated with objects called Killing vectors, which we will introduce in Chapter 3),

and obeys certain boundary conditions, such as asymptotic flatness.
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Einstein’s equations (2.20) are a set of ten highly nonlinear coupled partial differential

equations. Unsurprisingly, they are very hard to solve. There are two typical approaches

that are taken to solving them analytically.

One of those methods is to impose a form of the metric that satisfies some well-motivated

symmetry assumptions, and matter content Tab which is consistent with those symme-

tries. One then writes down a set of equations of reduced complexity, which it is hoped

can be solved in closed form. We will show in the next chapter how this approach leads

to the equations of motion of an exactly homogeneous and isotropic universe. However,

the real Universe contains an enormous degree of inhomogeneous and anisotropic struc-

ture, so it satisfies neither of these symmetries exactly. Any model for the Universe’s

geometry that is based on them should be considered only an approximation that is valid

only on certain scales.

The other, related, method, is to adopt the perspective of perturbation theory. One takes

some known solution, typically one with a high degree of symmetry such as the Minkowski

metric, and refers to it as the background metric g
(0)

ab . Then, a perturbatively small

correction δgab ≪ g
(0)

ab is introduced, and Einstein’s equations are expanded and solved

order-by-order for this small quantity. This is a very fruitful approach in cosmology,

leading to the field of cosmological perturbation theory [52, 53]. We will discuss this

in some detail in the next chapter. However, General Relativity is fundamentally non-

linear and non-perturbative, so perturbation theory is by its nature limited in scope, and

will invariably break down in certain regimes. Perturbative methods also exhibit gauge

dependence, which causes subtleties in the physical interpretation of δgab [54–56].

However, alternative approaches have been developed, that are not based directly around

solving Einstein’s equations for gab , as a function of coordinates xa. Instead, they work

through defining a set of covariant scalar, vector and tensor variables which contain

physically equivalent information to the metric, and then calculating the equations of

motion for those variables. Those equations are equivalent to Einstein’s equations, but

take very different forms that make them easier to solve and interpret than the metric

picture, in some cases. We will now introduce some of these formalisms.

2.2 Covariant decompositions

Covariant descriptions of relativistic gravity theories are formulated in general by de-

composing all the equations of motion of that theory with respect to some geometrical

object of interest. The dynamics of the spacetime are then described by the covariantly

defined properties of that object. We will discuss four such approaches:

1. The 1 + 3 decomposition, where the preferred object is a congruence of timelike

worldlines.
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2. The 3 + 1 decomposition, where the preferred object is the continuous set of level

surfaces Σt of a globally defined time function t(xa) .

3. The 1+1+2 decomposition, where there are two preferred objects: the congruence

of timelike curves as in the 1+3 decomposition, and a congruence of spacelike curves

orthogonal to the timelike congruence.

2.2.1 The 1 + 3 formalism

Suppose we are considering a spacetime which everywhere admits a preferred timelike

vector field ua, with uau
a = −1. This is very natural in cosmology, where this vec-

tor can be taken to correspond to, for example, the average 4-velocity of dark matter

on large scales, or the normal vector to the homogeneous three-surfaces of a spatially

homogeneous geometry.

For now we reserve a discussion about the appropriate choice or uniqueness of ua, al-

though we will come back to this issue later on in the thesis. Here, we simply assume

that at least one such timelike vector exists and is well-defined. One can then perform a

covariant decomposition of all tensorial quantities into parts parallel and orthogonal to

this vector.

By using the Ricci identities for ua and the Bianchi identities, and inserting Einstein’s

equations to replace Rab where appropriate, one obtains a set of equations that is entirely

physically equivalent to Einstein’s equations in the coordinate approach. However, the

1 + 3 picture is often easier to interpret physically than the coordinate picture, because

it deals explicitly with covariantly defined objects. This means that the coordinate

dependence that plagues physical interpretation of Einstein’s equations can be at least

partially circumvented. For a full discussion of the 1 + 3 decomposition and its uses in

cosmology, we refer the reader to e.g. Refs. [6, 28, 57–61].

We will now present the required set of 1+3-covariant equations. One starts by defining

the projection tensor h b
a , which projects all quantities into the instantaneous 3-spaces

orthogonal to ua,

h b
a = δ b

a + uau
b ⇒ habu

b = 0 , h b
a h

c
b = h c

a , h a
a = 3 . (2.22)

If ua is irrotational, meaning that its vorticity, which we will define shortly, vanishes,

then it is also hypersurface-orthogonal. It therefore defines a set of 3-surfaces whose

induced metric is hab. Then, the 1 + 3 decomposition is equivalent to another approach

called the 3 + 1 decomposition, which we will define in Section 2.2.2. For a general ua ,

however, this is not the case.

The decomposition with respect to ua means that instead of the spacetime covariant

derivative ∇a, we work with two new types of covariant derivative:
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1. the covariant time derivative along ua, which is equivalent to a derivative with

respect to the proper time measured by comoving observers,

ṫ bca ≡ ud∇dt
bc
a . (2.23)

2. the spatially projected derivative Da , which takes any tensor and projects its

covariant derivative fully orthogonally to ua.

Dat
cd
b ≡ h e

a h
f
b h

c
g h

d
h ∇et

gh
f . (2.24)

If ua is irrotational, such that hab is the induced metric on the orthogonal hyper-

surfaces, it follows that D is indeed a genuine covariant derivative in those surfaces,

and is metric-compatible such that Dahbc = 0.

We can also define the 3-volume element ηabc = udηdabc . Here ηabcd = η[abcd] is the

spacetime 4-volume element, and is equal to
√−g ϵabcd, where ϵabcd is the alternating

Levi-Civita symbol.

We need to take the scalars, vectors and tensors that are defined in the coordinate

approach, and make them compatible with the 1 + 3-decomposed picture. For scalars,

this is trivial, because they have no free indices, so they remain unaltered. For vectors

V a, we define their projection orthogonal to ua to be V ⟨a⟩ ≡ habV
b. Finally, for rank-2

tensors tab, their symmetric, trace-free projection is given by

t⟨ab⟩ ≡
(
h c
(ah

d
b) −

1

3
habh

cd

)
tcd . (2.25)

A key aspect of the 1 + 3 formalism is the kinematic decomposition of the covariant

derivative of ua. This can be written completely generally as

∇aub = −uau̇b +Daub = −uau̇b +
1

3
Θhab + σab + ηcab ω

c , (2.26)

where we have defined the expansion Θ = ∇au
a, the shear σab = σ⟨ab⟩ = D⟨aub⟩, the

vorticity ωa = 1
2η

abcD[buc], and the acceleration vector u̇a = ub∇bua. The expansion and

shear are sometimes grouped together into the expansion tensor, Θab =
1
3 Θhab + σab .

Let us discuss the physical interpretation of each of these quantities.

The expansion scalar Θ is so named because it describes the rate at which spatial vol-

umes expand locally. This can be seen by considering an infinitesimally small patch

of the instantaneous rest space orthogonal to ua, which has volume δV =
√
h δ3x. By

considering an infintesimal variation of the affine parameter along worldlines parallel to
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Θ

σab

ωa

Figure 2.1: The effect of expansion Θ, shear σab and vorticity ωa on an infinitesimal
patch of space. All the points in this patch have worldlines parallel to ua .

ua, one finds that the determinant h of the projection tensor satisfies
√̇
h = Θ

√
h [62].

Hence,
˙δV

δV
= Θ , so Θ does indeed tell us about the isotropic local expansion.

The shear tensor σab is symmetric, trace-free and orthogonal to ua . Because it is trace-

free, it preserves spatial volumes. However, it causes the congruence to expand at dif-

ferent rates in different spatial directions, as shown in Fig. 2.1, so that some worldlines

in the timelike congruence are brought closer together and some are pushed apart.

The vorticity vector ωa is formed from the orthogonally projected, antisymmetric part of

∇a ub . It does not affect the distances between neighbouring worldlines in the timelike

congruence, but instead causes them to rotate relative to one another.

A simple way to understand the shear and vorticity physically is to take the Newtonian

limit. Although a Newtonian picture is insufficient, it gives some good intuition which

carries over into the relativistic formulation. We can identify a Cartesian coordinate

basis on Minkowski spacetime, so that ua = (1,v) , where v is the 3-velocity associated

with the congruence. Then σij = ∂(ivj) − 1
3 δij ∇ · v , and ωi = − 1

2 (∇ × v)i .

Here ∇· and ∇× are the familiar Newtonian divergence and curl operators. Hence,

σij reduces to the Newtonian shear, which describes tidal deformations of the 3-velocity

field, and the vorticity ωi reduces to a linear multiple of the Newtonian vorticity vector.
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If the vorticity vanishes, ua is said to be irrotational. One finds that for any general

coordinate scalar S,

D[aDb]S = ηabcω
cṠ , (2.27)

which must vanish if Da is a covariant derivative. This justifies the earlier claim that if

the vorticity ωa vanishes, then hab is the induced metric on the spacelike hypersurfaces

orthogonal to ua, and Da is the covariant derivative in those surfaces.

The acceleration vanishes if ua is geodesic, i.e. if it is the tangent vector to the worldlines

of a freely falling congruence of observers. It therefore measures the effect of non-

gravitational forces on ua . For example, in the presence of an electromagnetic field Fab ,

a particle of charge q and mass m will experience an acceleration due to the Lorentz

force, given by mu̇a = qFabu
b .

For a complete system we will also require quantities associated with the Ricci and

Weyl curvature of the spacetime. The former of these can be related to the matter

content of the spacetime using Einstein’s equations. The energy-momentum tensor Tab

is decomposed with respect to ua as

Tab = ρ uaub + p hab + 2 q(aub) + πab , (2.28)

where ρ = Tabu
aub , p = 1

3Tabh
ab , qa = −Tbcubh c

a , and πab = T⟨ab⟩ are the energy den-

sity, isotropic pressure, momentum density and anisotropic stress measured by observers

comoving with the ua congruence. For a perfect fluid with 4-velocity ua, the momentum

density qa and the anisotropic stress πab vanish for comoving observers, but an observer

with some different 4-velocity ũa would typically measure these quantities to be non-

zero. We will frequently deal with pressureless dust, whose energy-momentum tensor is

simply ρuaub .

Finally, the Weyl tensor can be decomposed into an electric and a magnetic part:

Eab = Cacbdu
cud and Hab =

1

2
ηefdaC

ef
bcu

cud . (2.29)

These are both symmetric and trace-free, and are orthogonal to ua, i.e. Eabu
b = Habu

b =

0 . Hence, they both have 5 independent components, so together they describe the 10

degrees of freedom in the Weyl tensor. Returning to the geodesic deviation equation

split into its Ricci and Weyl parts (2.17), the electric and magnetic Weyl tensors contain

all the free gravity that causes a ring or compass of test particles to be sheared.

The electric part can be thought of as a relativistic generalisation of the Newtonian

tidal force tensor. The magnetic part is fundamentally non-Newtonian [63–65]. It is

sometimes assumed to vanish, leading to the silent cosmological models [60]. However,

in the real Universe, it is known to be non-zero, because gravitational waves contribute to
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both the electric and magnetic Weyl curvature [66]. This is very similar to the situation

in electromagnetism, where electromagnetic waves are characterised by both the electric

and magnetic fields being non-zero in all frames of reference.

The list above defines the full set of kinematic, matter and curvature variables in the

1 + 3 formulation. They are grouped into scalars, {Θ, ρ, p} , vectors, {u̇a, ωa, qa} , and
tensors, {σab, πab, Eab, Hab} .
Now, we present the equations of motion for these quantities. The presentation here

follows the approach of Ref. [28], although we rework the equations somewhat so that

what we consider to be the source terms are always on the right hand side of the relevant

equation. The equations of motion for all of the 1 + 3-covariant variables are obtained

by various contractions of the following tensors:

Sabc ≡ 2∇[a∇b] uc −Rabcd u
d = 0 ; Wabcde = ∇[aRbc]de = 0 , (2.30)

where the first vanishes by the Ricci identity (2.8), and the second by the second Bianchi

identity (2.10) Let us first consider the Ricci identities for ua, Sabc = 0 . There are six

independent equations coming from them.

The first is the Raychaudhuri equation, which is the evolution equation for the isotropic

expansion Θ. It is obtained from ubSa ba = 0 :

Θ̇ +
1

3
Θ2 + 2σ2 − 2ω2 − u̇au̇

a −Dau̇
a = −4πG (ρ+ 3p) + Λ . (2.31)

On the right hand side, we have replaced the combination Rabu
aub by

(8πGTab − 4πGT gab + Λgab)u
aub , and then used the decomposition (2.28) of Tab . If

we were considering a modified gravity theory, rather than GR, then Rab would be

replaced according to the field equations of that theory, but the left hand side would be

unchanged.

There is a lot of information in this equation. In order to appreciate that informa-

tion, let us introduce the strong energy condition (SEC), which is the requirement that
(
Tab − 1

2T gab
)
tatb ≥ 0 for all timelike vectors ta . Translated into the language of the

1 + 3 decomposition, this means that ρ + 3p ≥ 0 . If that is the case, then the effect of

matter and energy is to cause timelike congruences to contract, as it drives Θ̇ , the time

derivative of the expansion, towards negative values. There are contributions both from

the energy density and the pressure, so radiation, which has p = 1
3ρ, causes more rapid

attraction than pressureless dust. Phantom fluids, with p < −1
3ρ , can instead cause

gravitational repulsion. This is clearly done by Λ . If the total on the RHS is positive,

and the shear, vorticity and acceleration are negligible, then the Raychaudhuri equation

tells us that the expansion of the Universe, which is described in the isotropic and ho-

mogeneous limit by Θ = 3H, will accelerate. It is therefore an equation of fundamental
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importance for cosmology.

Next we have the evolution equation for the shear. This is obtained from the equation

h d
⟨ah

e
b⟩u

cSdce = 0 , giving

σ̇⟨ab⟩ +
2

3
Θσab − u̇⟨au̇b⟩ + σc⟨aσ

c
b⟩ + ω⟨aωb⟩ −D⟨au̇b⟩ + Eab = 4πGπab . (2.32)

This shows how anisotropy in the expansion of space, which is typically described by

the shear tensor, is sourced both by the local matter distribution, through πab, and the

non-local free gravity, through Eab . In the homogeneous and isotropic limit, all the

terms in the shear evolution equation are zero.

The evolution equation for the vorticity is given by h d
f h

e
b u

cSdceη
fb
a = 0 ,

ω̇⟨a⟩ +
2

3
Θωa − σab ω

b − 1

2
ηabcD

bu̇c = 0 . (2.33)

Unlike the expansion, which is sourced by energy density and pressure, and shear, which

is sourced by anisotropic stress, there is no matter term sourcing vorticity. This means

that even if they were initially large in the early Universe, vortical flows are usually

assumed to have decayed away quickly.

The fourth equation from Sabc comes from h b
a S

c
bc = 0. It shows that the effect of the

momentum density qa of matter fields is to create gradients in the kinematic variables

Θ and σab ,

Dbσab −
2

3
DaΘ+ ηabc

(
Dbωc + 2 u̇bωc

)
= −8πGqa . (2.34)

If the vorticity vanishes, so that the rest spaces orthogonal to ua are level surfaces of some

time function t, then this equation forms one of the constraints on the initial Cauchy

surface. We will discuss this in some more detail when we introduce the 3+1 formalism.

The next equation is obtained from ηabcSabc = 0 , and describes the divergence of the

vorticity,

Daω
a − u̇aω

a = 0 . (2.35)

If ua is geodesic, then the vorticity either vanishes or is a pure (divergenceless) vector.

The final equation from the Ricci identity is a somewhat unusual one, because it does

not have any time derivatives or spatial divergences. Instead, it explicitly identifies the

magnetic part of the Weyl tensor with the effects of shear, vorticity and acceleration. It

is calculated from Scd⟨aη cd
b⟩ = 0 :

Hab − ηcd⟨aD
cσ d
b⟩ +D⟨aωb⟩ + 2 u̇⟨aωb⟩ = 0 . (2.36)

Therefore, if we are studying a spatially homogeneous cosmology, a geodesic observer,

with their worldline orthogonal to the homogeneous surfaces, will measure no magnetic
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Weyl curvature. There is no equivalent equation for the electric Weyl curvature, which

is typically non-zero in anisotropic cosmologies even if they are homogeneous.

The Ricci identities describe how the kinematics of a congruence evolve, but they do

not provide equations of motion for the matter or Weyl curvature quantities. These are

required in order to have the same amount of information as is contained in the metric,

and its first and second derivatives, in the coordinate picture.

In that picture, the Weyl tensor comes out in the wash once the metric has been solved

for, and the matter equations of motion come from taking the covariant divergence of

Einstein’s equations, and using ∇bGab = 0.

Let us deal first with the Weyl curvature. We can use the second Bianchi identity to

obtain its equations of motion. These tell us how the gravitational field propagates in

vacuum, where Rab = 0. In particular, they give covariant equations for gravitational

waves [57].

The first is given by hdeucWcd⟨ab⟩e = 0 :

Ė⟨ab⟩ +ΘEab − 3σc⟨aEb⟩c − ηcd⟨aE
d
b⟩ ω

c − ηcd⟨aD
cH d

b⟩ − 2 ηcd⟨aH
d
b⟩ u̇

c (2.37)

= −4πG

[
π̇⟨ab⟩ +

Θ

3
πab +D⟨aqb⟩ + (ρ+ p)σab + σc⟨aπb⟩c + 2 u̇⟨a qb⟩ − 2 ηcd⟨a π

d
b⟩ ω

c

]
.

It shows how Hab sources Eab in vacuum, through the term ηcd⟨aDcH d
b⟩ , so that the

electric part of the Weyl tensor propagates non-locally.

Similarly, ueufWecdf⟨aη cd
b⟩ = 0 gives

Ḣ⟨ab⟩ +ΘHab − 3σc⟨aH
c
b⟩ − ηcd⟨aH

d
b⟩ ω

c + ηcd⟨aD
cE d

b⟩ + 2 ηcd⟨aE
d
b⟩ u̇

c (2.38)

= 4πG
[
3ω⟨a qb⟩ + ηcd⟨aD

c π d
b⟩ + ηcd⟨a σb⟩c q

d
]
,

so Eab sources Hab in vacuum through the term ηcd⟨aDcE d
b⟩ , and thus Hab propagates.

A further independent equation comes from h b
a u

cudW e
db ec = 0 ,

DbEab − 3Hab ω
b − ηabc σ

bdHc
d = 4πG

[
2

3
Daρ−

2

3
Θ qa + σab q

b − 3 ηabc ω
b qc
]
. (2.39)

This equation is useful for gravitational waves in vacuum, which are studied in a 1 + 3-

covariant approach by enforcing the conditions DbEab = DbHab = 0 [66, 67], in order

to remove all the non-radiative contributions from the Weyl tensor. It tells us that in

vacuum, the eigenvectors of the shear σab and the magnetic Weyl tensor Hab associated

with those gravitational waves coincide. These eigenvectors correspond with the + and

× polarisations of the gravitational wave, that cause a ring of test particles to undergo

quadrupole (shear) deformation.
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The last 1+3-covariant equation for the Weyl curvature is obtained from ηbc au
dW e

db ec =

0 :

DbHab + ηabc σ
bdEcd = 4πG

[
πab ω

b − 2 (ρ+ p) ωa − ηabcD
bqc − ηabc σ

bd πcd

]
, (2.40)

which means that the eigenvectors of Eab also coincide with the eigenvectors of σab for

gravitational waves in vacuum, as they do for any universe which is silent (Hab = 0) and

occupied by a vorticity-free perfect fluid [60].

Finally, let us deal with the matter variables. For these, we just have to consider the

double-trace of the second Bianchi identity ∇bGab = W bc
abc = 0 . Then we project it

with ua and h b
a , and rewrite everything in 1 + 3 language. The projection ua∇bGab = 0

gives

ρ̇+Θ(ρ+ p) +Daq
a + 2 u̇aq

a + σabπ
ab = 0 . (2.41)

This is a relativistic generalisation of the Newtonian continuity equation, applying

equally well to radiation or any other cosmic fluid as it does to non-relativistic mat-

ter. It describes all those fluids together, but if they are non-interacting, as is assumed

in an FLRW cosmology, then Eq. (2.41) provides local conservation equations for each

of them independently. It is also important for the covariant study of cosmological per-

turbations, because it describes how small density perturbations grow into nonlinear

structures in the cosmic web.

The projection h b
a ∇cGbc = 0 is

q̇⟨a⟩ +Dap+Dbπab +
4

3
Θ qa + σab q

b + ηabc ω
b qc + (ρ+ p) u̇a + u̇b πab = 0 , (2.42)

which is a relativistic version of the Euler equation. This is our final 1 + 3-covariant

equation. It does not appear in FLRW cosmology, but it is a vital equation for study-

ing cosmological perturbations in the 1 + 3 decomposition, as it tells us how peculiar

velocities, which are encoded in qa , evolve.

For a general 1 + 3 decomposition, Eqs. (2.31-2.42) form the complete set of equations

of motion in an arbitrary spacetime. In most cosmological models, they are far simpler.

In addition, we will see shortly that if ua is irrotational, then the ideas presented in the

3+ 1 decomposition provide an extra equation, which is a generalisation of Friedmann’s

equation, that can be used in the 1 + 3 formalism.

The 1+3-covariant equations are very useful for studying homogeneous cosmologies, for

which some ua always exists which makes the spatially projected derivatives Da of every

quantity vanish. Then one is left with a set of first-order ordinary differential equations
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in time, plus some algebraic relations in place of the constraint equations3. This makes it

possible to analyse the large space of homogeneous models in a general fashion, without

having to specify some model for the metric [72].

It should be noted that we have not indicated here how the preferred timelike congruence

that defines the 1 + 3 decomposition should be picked out in a cosmological spacetime.

This is a complicated and debated issue. Some authors have suggested that ua should be

taken to correspond to the average 4-velocity of dark matter [28]. However, others have

chosen to specify it by geometric means, using for example the properties of the kinematic

and matter variables, or the electric and magnetic parts of the Weyl tensor with respect

to the congruence [56, 65–67, 73–77]. We will return to this issue in Chapters 4 and 7.

For now, it suffices to say that in cosmology there is typically at least one well-motivated

choice of preferred timelike congruence. Once we know it exists, we can perform the full

1 + 3 decomposition with respect to it using the procedure detailed above.

2.2.2 The 3 + 1 formalism

We will now move on to the 3 + 1 formalism, which is similar to the 1 + 3 formalism in

that it splits up spacetime into three spacelike dimensions and one timelike dimension.

It is arguably more mathematically abstract, dealing with ideas in differential geometry,

and we will not discuss it in as much detail. However, it introduces two concepts that

will be very useful in the chapters that follow: spacetime foliations and gauges, and the

initial-value constraints in relativistic gravity.

In the 1 + 3 decomposition the fundamental object is a timelike vector ua that threads

the spacetime. The properties of the spacetime are described by specifying the kinemat-

ics of that ua at every point. There is no requirement that this ua forms orthogonal

hypersurfaces; it does so only if its vorticity vanishes.

The 3 + 1 decomposition considers the opposite perspective, where the fundamental

object is an infinite family of three-dimensional hypersurfaces Σt , that are each level

surfaces of the single parameter t. This parameter is some continuously varying function

of the spacetime coordinates. The properties of the whole spacetime are obtained by

determining the intrinsic properties of each surface Σt, and how those surfaces are related

to one another as the function t changes.

The 3+1 formalism was originally developed in a series of pioneering papers by Arnowitt,

Deser and Misner (ADM) [78–81]. For a full discussion, see e.g Refs. [32, 82]. Another

form of 3 + 1 decomposition, related to the ADM approach, was used in a seminal work

by Choquet-Bruhat, to demonstrate that GR has a well-posed initial value problem [83].

3The situation is complicated somewhat if the homogeneous model is tilted [68–71], i.e. the matter
4-velocity is not coincident with the normals to the homogeneous spacelike hypersurfaces. The 1 + 3-
covariant equations are ODEs in the t variable defined by those normals, but they are not ODEs in the
proper time of observers comoving with the matter.
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N i dt

N dt na

Σt+dt

Σt
xi

xi

1

Figure 2.2: Physical interpretation of lapse function N and shift vector N i . The lapse
function relates the proper time interval between infinitesimally separated leaves Σ of
the foliation to the coordinate time interval. The shift vector maps spatial coordinates

xi from one leaf to the next.

The formalism is an Hamiltonian formulation of General Relativity, allowing energy and

momentum to be defined consistently in asymptotically flat spacetime. Perhaps most

notably from a current point of view, it is the basis of the entire field of numerical

relativity [82].

The starting point for the ADM formalism is a foliation of spacetime. This means

defining some function t(xa) which slices up the spacetime into the family of hypersur-

faces Σt . These surfaces are referred to as the leaves of the foliation. They have normals

na = −N ∇at, where N(xa) is the lapse function. The lapse function specifies the proper

time interval between successive leaves Σt and Σt+dt , as measured by observers whose

worldlines have tangent na, such that dτ = N dt .

The leaves of the foliation are connected by a time vector ta = Nna+Na. In this expres-

sion, Na is known as the shift vector, as it specifies how much the spatial coordinates

xi shift between the hypersurfaces Σt and Σt+dt : dxi = N i dt . If the shift is non-zero,

then curves of constant xi are not parallel to na . The physical meanings of the lapse

and shift are displayed in Fig. (2.2).

The choice of the lapse function and shift vector - equivalently the choice of the foliation

Σt - is arbitrary, because of general covariance guaranteeing total coordinate freedom.

We can relabel the spatial coordinates xi as much as we can like, and we are equally free

to consider a set of clocks that measure a different time function t. A natural example

in cosmology is the freedom to switch between using cosmic time and conformal time.
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Hence, N(xa) and N i(xa) are gauge variables. They contain 1 and 3 degrees of freedom

(DOFs) respectively. These 4 DOFs correspond to our freedom to choose the 4 spacetime

coordinates.

The metric is written in general as

ds2 = −N2 dt2 + fij
(
dxi +N idt

) (
dxj +N jdt

)
, (2.43)

where fab is the induced metric on Σt , and we have Nana = 0, nbfab = 0, N jfij = Ni .

One then seeks to identify all the relevant properties of the level surfaces Σt. This is

done by determining both the constraint equations that must be satisfied on the initial

surface, and the evolution equations which evolve the surfaces forward in time while

successfully propagating the constraints.

Before we write down the 3+1 equations of motion, it is worth clarifying the relationship

between the metric (2.43) and the quantities present in the 1 + 3 formalism. Consider

the case where the preferred timelike vector ua in that decomposition is irrotational.

Then it can also be written in the form ua ∼ −∇at , defining its own set of orthogonal

hypersurfaces with induced metric hab . Hence, it must be possible to write the 1 + 3

equations of motion in the 3 + 1 picture, by mapping ua on to na and hab on to fab .

Let us now return to the 3+1 situation. The entire spacetime geometry can be described

by two symmetric tensors associated with Σt. One is the aforementioned induced metric

fab , which is also sometimes referred to as the first fundamental form of Σt . The other

is the extrinsic curvature tensor Kab , also known as the second fundamental form. The

induced metric fab and its spatial derivatives give all the information about the intrinsic

curvature of the surface. Both fab and Kab are spatially projected tensors.

The extrinsic curvature Kab gives all the information about how the surface is embedded

into the 4-dimensional spacetime manifold. It is equal to the negative expansion tensor

of the normal na. Since na is constructed from the time function t , it is irrotational by

definition, with

Kab = −f c
a f

d
b ∇cnd (2.44)

being manifestly symmetric in its indices. A simple interpretation ofKab can be provided

by introducing the Lie derivative of a tensor t c
ab with respect to some vector va ,

(Lvt)
c

ab = vd∇dt
c

ab +
(
∇av

d
)
t c
db +

(
∇bv

d
)
t c
ad − (∇dv

c) t d
ab , (2.45)

which generalises obviously to tensors of higher and lower rank. The Lie derivative can

be interpreted as measuring the rate of change of a covariantly defined object (be that

a scalar, vector or tensor), as it is carried along an integral curve of the vector va .

The extrinsic curvature Kab turns out to be very simply related to the Lie derivative of
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fab with respect to the normal vector, by Kab = −1
2Lnfab . Hence, it is a measure of how

much the induced metric changes as the spacetime is evolved forward from one leaf of

the foliation to the next. Note that Lnfab is not generally parallel to the Lie derivative

with respect to the time vector, Ltfab , because of the presence of the shift vector in

ta = N na +Na .

To get the equations of motion, one exploits a set of geometrical identities about how

3-dimensional hypersurfaces are embedded in a 4-dimensional manifold. These are the

Gauss and Codazzi embedding equations, plus Ricci’s equation for the normal derivative

of Kab . The final step is the same as in the 1 + 3 decomposition: wherever it appears,

we replace Rab with 8πG
(
Tab − 1

2 T gab
)
+ Λgab .

Gauss’ equation relates the spatial curvature of the leaves of the foliation to the full

projection of the spacetime curvature,

(3)Rabcd +KacKbd −KadKbc = f e
a f

f
b f

g
c f

h
d

(4)Refgh , (2.46)

where we have made explicit whether the Riemann tensor in question refers to the

Christoffel symbols (4)Γabc associated with the spacetime 4-metric gab, or those (3)Γabc

associated with the induced 3-metric fab .

Codazzi’s equation relates the variation in the extrinsic curvature over the leaves to the

partial (3 indices projected) projection of the 4-dimensional Riemann tensor,

DbKac −DaKbc = f d
a f

e
b f

f
c n

g (4)Rdefg . (2.47)

Ricci’s equation relates the normal Lie derivative of Kab to the double projection of the

Riemann tensor in the normal direction,

LnKab = ncndf e
a f

f
b

(4)Rcedf −
1

N
DaDbN −KacK

c
b . (2.48)

Using these, and the relation Kab = −1
2Lnfab , we obtain the full set of equations of

motion. There are 4 constraints, one for each of the degrees of freedom in N and N i ,

and 12 evolution equations: 6 for each DOF in fab , and 6 for each DOF in Kab . Like in

the 1 + 3 formalism, all of these evolution equations are first-order ODEs.

The first initial-value constraint is the Hamiltonian constraint, provided by fully con-

tracting Gauss’ equation (2.46),

(3)R+K2 −KijK
ij = 2nanbGab = 16πGρ+ 2Λ , (2.49)

where in the final equality we have used Einstein’s equations, but have retained the

middle equality in order to show how the Hamiltonian constraint could be constructed
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in a modified theory of gravity. We have denoted the trace of the extrinsic curvature by

f ijKij = K .

The other three constraints are given together by the momentum constraint, which is

obtained by contracting Codazzi’s equation,

Dj (Kij − fijK) = −Gabnah b
i = 8πGqi . (2.50)

There are also 3 + 1 evolution equations. We will not make use of them in this thesis,

but include them here for the sake of completeness.

The evolution equations for the 6 independent components of the extrinsic curvature

come from taking Eq. (2.48), and then converting Ln −→ Lt −→ ∂t :

∂tKij = −DiDjN +N
(
(3)Rij − 2KkiK

k
j +KKij

)
(2.51)

−N
[
πij +

1

2
fij (ρ− p)

]
+NkDkKij + 2Kk(iDj)N

k .

Similarly, the evolution equations for the 6 independent components of fab are provided

by Kab = −1
2Lnfab , which essentially defines the extrinsic curvature:

∂tfij = −2N Kij + 2D(iNj) . (2.52)

These evolution equations are very much like Hamilton’s equations in classical mechan-

ics. Roughly speaking, fij serve the same role as the canonical coordinates, and their

equations of motion (2.52) just define the canonical momenta. The canonical momenta,

which are related to Kij [32], then have equations of motion (2.51) that contain the

source fields directly.

The choice of foliation t(xa), appearing explicitly in the evolution equations (2.51) and

(2.52) through the presence of the lapse and shift, is therefore of fundamental importance

in the 3+ 1 decomposition. This is entirely equivalent to the choice of preferred congru-

ence ua in the 1 + 3 decomposition, as long as that ua is chosen so as to be irrotational.

In the chapters that follow, we will use irrotational congruences wherever possible, so

that ideas from the 1 + 3 and 3 + 1 decompositions can be used interchangeably.

The Hamiltonian constraint is especially illuminating if we translate it into 1+3 language,

for an irrotational ua. Then Kab = −h c
a h

d
b ∇cud = −Θab = −

(
1
3 Θhab + σab

)
, and Eq.

(2.49) becomes
2

3
Θ2 − 2σ2 + (3)R = 16πGρ+ 2Λ , (2.53)

where we have introduced the shear scalar σ2 = 1
2σabσ

ab . In FLRW cosmologies Θ = 3H

and σab = 0 , so the Hamiltonian constraint just reduces to the Friedmann equation. We

will usually think of the Hamiltonian constraint as one of the 1+3 equations, as long as
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ωa = 0 .

Likewise, the momentum constraint equation (2.50) for a foliation orthogonal to an

irrotational ua gives 2
3DiΘ−Djσij = −8πGqi , which is the equation h b

a S
c
bc = 0 in the

1 + 3 decomposition, with ωa = 0 . In a later chapter, we will study how an initial value

problem can be constructed in a theory-independent way in cosmology. This means that

one has to obtain the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints. The analysis here tells

us that as long as we work with an irrotational congruence, we can do this using the

1 + 3 equations, rather than having to work with the 3 + 1 formalism directly.

2.2.3 The 1 + 1 + 2 formalism

The 1 + 3 decomposition is very well-suited to situations where there is a preferred

timelike vector picked out in the spacetime, and the 3 + 1 decomposition to the related

situations where there is a preferred set of three-dimensional spacelike hypersurfaces.

If the universe is spatially isotropic, then there will be no further preferred direction.

However, many cosmological models, such as the Bianchi universes, are anisotropic in

general. Often, they have a single preferred spatial direction, along which cosmological

observables, such as galaxy number counts or the CMB temperature, display variation

which is much stronger than any other direction, and so it might not be ideally treated

using perturbation theory about an isotropic background metric.

In that case, it will be useful to decompose all the physical quantities of interest once more

than in the 1+3 decomposition, with respect to that preferred spacelike vector. We will

therefore obtain a set of equations that is, like the 1+3 equations, physically equivalent

to Einstein’s equations, but which is written entirely in an even more decomposed form.

This is referred to as the 1+ 1+ 2 formalism. It was first introduced by Greenberg [84],

developed in Refs. [85–89], and worked out in full by Clarkson [90] and Keresztes et al.

[91].

Let us therefore suppose that we have a preferred spacelike vectorma, which is orthogonal

to the preferred timelike vector ua , i.e. mau
a = 0 and mam

a = 1. We will first need

to define all the kinematic quantities associated with ma, just like we did for ua in the

1+3 formalism. Then we will take all of these, and all of the 1+3 kinematic, curvature

and matter variables, and decompose them all with respect to ma as well as ua. This

will give us a new set of 1 + 1 + 2-covariant scalars, vectors and tensors.

Finally, we will follow the same approach as in the 1 + 3 decomposition, to get new

equations of motion: write down the Ricci identity for ma, and perform all its projec-

tions with respect to both ma and ua. The rest of the equations come from projecting

all the 1 + 3 equations with respect to ma, and rewriting all the objects that appear in

those equations in their 1 + 1 + 2 forms. The full set of equations that results is a full

decomposition of Einstein’s equations with respect to both a timelike and a spacelike
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preferred vector. These first-order PDEs are very useful for studying anisotropic cos-

mological models, because many of the important degrees of freedom are contained in

covariantly defined scalars, which are typically much easier to analyse than vectors and

tensors.

The covariant derivative of ma can be decomposed as

∇amb = −uaṁb +Damb + ubm
cDauc + uaubm

cu̇c . (2.54)

A projection tensor onto the two-dimensional spaces orthogonal to both ua and ma can

be defined as

Mab = hab −mamb = gab + uaub −mamb . (2.55)

We also define ϵab = ϵ[ab] = ηabcm
c, the 2-dimensional area form on that space.

The projected time and space derivatives of ma can be written as

ṁa = Aua + αa and Damb = maab +
1

2
ϕMab + ξϵab + ζab , (2.56)

where we have defined a new set of kinematic variables for the spacelike vector ma, that

are analogous to the kinematic variables Θ, σab, ωa and u̇a that exist for the timelike

vector ua :

• αa =Mabṁ
b , the projection of ṁa orthogonal to ua.

• A = −uaṁa = mau̇
a. This can equally well be thought of as the projection of the

acceleration of ua parallel to ma, or the (negative) projection of the acceleration

of ma in the timelike direction ua . These are equivalent because mau
a = 0 .

• aa = mbDbma , the non-geodesy of the preferred spacelike vector ma .

• ϕ = Dam
a , the expansion of the orthogonal 2-spaces along the direction parallel

to ma . This is rather like Θ = ∇au
a , but rather than telling us the local rate of

volume expansion with respect to some timelike coordinate defined by ua, it tells

us the local rate of area expansion with respect to a spacelike coordinate defined

by ma . The argument follows identically to that for Θ . Consider a small patch

of the orthogonal 2-space, of area δA . Now perform an infinitesimal variation of

the affine parameter along a spacelike curve parallel to ma , It follows that the

determinant of the 2-space projection tensor Mab satisfies
√
M

′
= ϕ

√
M , where

we have denoted the derivative with respect to the spacelike affine parameter with

a prime. Thus
δA′

δA
= ϕ .
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ua

ma

va

V ma

V a

1

Figure 2.3: The 1 + 1 + 2 decomposition of a spatial vector va, with respect to both
ua and ma .

• ξ = 1
2 ϵ

abDamb , the twisting of the 2-spaces along ma . We can think of this as the

equivalent for ma of the vorticity ωa associated with ua . It is a scalar rather than

a vector, because a rank-2 antisymmetric tensor only has one degree of freedom.

• ζab =
[
M c

(aM
d
b) − 1

2MabM
cd
]
D⟨cmd⟩ , the area-preserving shear of the 2-spaces

along ma. This can be considered the equivalent of σab for m
a . Here we have used

M c
(aM

d
b) − 1

2MabM
cd to project orthogonally to ma, symmetrise, and then make

the resulting tensor trace-free.

This completes the set of new kinematic quantities. The rest of the 1+1+2-decomposed

variables come from taking all the vector and tensor quantities defined in the 1 + 3

decomposition and then projecting them parallel and orthogonal to ma .

Let us start with vectors va = v⟨a⟩ = h b
a vb. They can be decomposed as

va = V ma + Va , (2.57)

where V = vbm
b is the projection of va parallel to ma, and Va =M b

a vb is the projection

of va into the screen spaces. This is displayed in Fig. 2.3 , where we have suppressed

the third spatial dimension so that both the timelike direction and the orthogonal rest

spaces can be visualised on the same diagram.

For projected, symmetric and trace-free tensors tab = t⟨ab⟩, we can write

tab = τ

(
mamb −

1

2
Mab

)
+ 2τ(amb) + τab , (2.58)

where τ = tabm
amb, τa = Mabmct

bc and τab =
[
M c

(aM
d
b) − 1

2MabM
cd
]
tcd are the pro-

jections of tab twice parallel, once parallel and once orthogonal, and twice orthogonal to
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ma, respectively.

Using this approach, we can covariantly split up the acceleration and vorticity vectors

associated with ua ,

u̇a = Ama +Aa and ωa = Ωma +Ωa . (2.59)

The expansion Θ associated with ua is a scalar, so it is left alone. The final kinematic

quantity we need is the shear σab, which can be decomposed as

σab = Σ

(
mamb −

1

2
Mab

)
+ 2Σ(amb) +Σab . (2.60)

Here the quantities A, Ω and Σ are covariantly defined scalars, obtained using the

rules defined by Eqs. (2.57) and (2.58). Using those same rules, Aa, Ωa, Σa and Σab

are covariantly defined vectors and tensors that live in the two-dimensional spacelike

surfaces orthogonal to both ua and ma.

We now have all the kinematic quantities associated with both our preferred vectors.

We are not quite done, because we need the objects associated with the Ricci and Weyl

curvature of the spacetime. As in the 1 + 3 decomposition, we assume that gravity is

described by General Relativity. Hence, Rab is given by the matter and energy content

of the spacetime, via Einstein’s equations.

Recall that the energy-momentum tensor was already covariantly decomposed with re-

spect to ua according to Eq. (2.28), into energy density ρ, pressure p, momentum density

qa and anisotropic stress πab . To put Tab into 1 + 1 + 2-covariant form, we therefore

split qa and πab with respect to ma . Defining all quantities according to Eqs. (2.57) and

(2.58), we get

qa = Qma +Qa and πab = Π

(
mamb −

1

2
Mab

)
+ 2Π(amb) +Πab .

Finally, the electric and magnetic parts of the Weyl tensor, defined with respect to ua,

are decomposed again by projecting orthogonal and parallel to ma. This gives

Eab = E
(
mamb −

1

2
Mab

)
+ 2E(amb) + Eab ,

and Hab = H
(
mamb −

1

2
Mab

)
+ 2H(amb) +Hab .

The full, irreducible set of 1 + 1 + 2-covariant quantities is now complete. They are

needed in order to fully specify the spacetime geometry in a way that is equivalent to

writing down the metric at every point. To recap, let us group them together into all

the scalars, vectors and tensors.
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The scalars are

{Θ,A,Σ,Ω, ϕ, ξ, E ,H, ρ, p,Q,Π} , (2.61)

the vectors are

{Aa,Σa,Ωa, αa, aa, Ea,Ha, Qa,Πa} , (2.62)

and the tensors are

{Σab, ζab, Eab,Hab,Πab} . (2.63)

The full set of 1 + 1 + 2-covariant equations is derived in Refs. [90, 91]. It is very

lengthy, and we will not display it in its entirety. In this thesis, we will only make use

of the 1 + 1 + 2-scalar equations. It is these equations that we present here. They

are covariant scalar equations, making them ideal for physical interpretation, because

there is no possibility of spurious coordinate effects. Note that for the remainder of this

section, we set 8πG ≡ 1 for simplicity. To reinsert it, one need only multiply all matter

variables {ρ, p,Q,Π, Qa,Πa,Πab} by 8πG wherever they appear.

We will split the 1 + 1 + 2-scalar equations into four types, and deal with each in turn.

1. 1 + 3 scalar equations, written in terms of 1 + 1 + 2-covariant quantities.

2. 1 + 3 vector equations, projected parallel to the preferred spacelike vector ma .

3. 1 + 3 tensor equations, projected twice parallel to ma .

4. Novel equations coming from the Ricci identity for ma; Rabc = 2∇[a∇b]mc −
Rabcdm

d = 0 .

Type 1: 1 + 3 scalar equations. There are three: the Raychaudhuri equation (2.31), the

constraint (2.35) on the divergence of the vorticity, and the local energy conservation

equation (2.41). We just need to rewrite the variables that appear in these equations in

1 + 1 + 2-covariant form; e.g. ωa is replaced by Ωma +Ωa .

The Raychaudhuri equation (2.31) becomes

Θ̇ +
1

3
Θ2 +

3

2
Σ2 − 2Ω2 −A2 − ϕA−maDaA (2.64)

−MabDaAb + aaAa −AaAa + 2ΣaΣ
a − 2ΩaΩ

a +ΣabΣ
ab = − 1

2
(ρ+ 3p) + Λ .

This does not seem like a simplification, compared to the 1 + 3 form (2.31) of this

equation. However, note that on the left hand side we have grouped together all the

scalar terms, then the (contractions of) derivatives of scalars, then (contractions of)

vectors and tensors. The utility of the 1 + 1 + 2 formalism will become clear when we

demonstrate the conditions under which all the vectors and tensors in the 1 + 1 + 2

decomposition vanish, leaving us with an equation that is composed purely of scalars.
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The vorticity divergence equation (2.35) becomes

(ϕ−A) Ω +maDaΩ+MabDaΩb − aaΩ
a −AaΩ

a = 0 . (2.65)

Finally, the local energy conservation equation (2.41) gives

ρ̇+Θ (ρ+ p) + ϕQ+ 2AQ+
3

2
ΣΠ +maDaQ+MabDaQb (2.66)

−aaQa + 2AaQ
a + 2ΣaΠ

a +ΣabΠ
ab = 0 .

Type 2: 1+3 vector equations, projected parallel to ma . There are five of these, coming

from the vorticity evolution equation (2.33), the 1 + 3 momentum constraint (2.34)4,

the Eab and Hab divergence equations (2.39) and (2.40), and finally the local momentum

conservation equation (2.42).

Projecting Eq. (2.33) parallel to ma gives

Ω̇ +

(
2

3
Θ− Σ

)
Ω−A ξ − ΩaΣ

a − Ωa α
a − 1

2
ϵabDaAb = 0 . (2.67)

The momentum constraint (2.34) similarly produces the scalar equation

maDaΣ− 2

3
maDaΘ+

3

2
ϕΣ+ 2 ξΩ+MabDaΣb + ϵabDaΩb (2.68)

−2Σa a
a + 2 ϵabAaΩb − Σab ζ

ab = −Q .

The equations (2.39) and (2.40) for the divergences of the electric and magnetic Weyl

curvature tensors give respectively

maDa E +
3

2
ϕ E − 3ΩH+MabDaEb − 2 Ea aa − 3ΩaHa − ϵabΣacHc

b − Eab ζab

= maDa

(
1

3
ρ− 1

2
Π

)
− 3

4
ϕΠ− 1

3
ΘQ+

1

2
ΣQ− 1

2
MabDaΠb

+Πa a
a +

1

2
ΣaQ

a − 3

2
ϵabΩaQb +

1

2
Πab ζ

ab , (2.69)

and

maDaH+
3

2
ϕH+ 3 E Ω− 2Ha a

a +MabDaHb + 3Ωa Ea + ϵabΣ c
a Ebc − ζabHab

= −
(
ρ+ p− 1

2
Π

)
Ω−Qξ − 1

2
ϵabDaQb +

1

2
ΩaΠ

a − 1

2
ϵabΣ c

a Πbc . (2.70)

4This is only really the momentum constraint if ωa = 0 , but it is convenient just to refer to the
equation by that name regardless.
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The scalar projection of the local momentum conservation equation (2.42) parallel to

ma is

Q̇+
4

3
ΘQ+ΣQ+

(
3

2
ϕ+A

)
Π+ (ρ+ p) A+maDa (p+Π) (2.71)

+MabDaΠb −
(
αa − Σa + ϵabΩb

)
Qa + (Aa − 2 aa) Πa − ζabΠ

ab = 0 .

Next we have type 3, the double projections with ma of tensor equations from the 1 + 3

formalism. There are four of them, coming from the shear evolution equation (2.32),

the equation (2.36) for Hab in terms of shear and vorticity, and the evolution equations

(2.37) and (2.38) for the electric and magnetic parts of the Weyl tensor.

The evolution equation for the scalar shear Σ is

Σ̇ +
2

3
ΘΣ +

1

2
Σ2 +

2

3
Ω2 +

1

3
ϕA− 2

3
A2 + E − 2

3
maDaA+

1

3
MabDaAb (2.72)

−2αaΣ
a +

1

3
ΣaΣ

a − 1

3
AaAa +

2

3
aaAa − 1

3
ΩaΩ

a − 1

3
ΣabΣ

ab =
1

2
Π .

The double contraction with ma of the Hab equation (2.36) gives an equation for the

scalar magnetic Weyl curvature H in terms of the vorticity and shear scalars and vectors,

and the shear tensor:

H− ϕΩ− 3 ξΣ+ 2AΩ−MabDaΩb − ϵabDaΣb + ϵab ζacΣ
c
b = 0 . (2.73)

The evolution equation for the scalar electric Weyl curvature is

Ė +Θ E − 3

2
Σ E − 3 ξH− ϵabDaHb − 2 ϵabAaHb (2.74)

−
(
2αa +Σa − ϵabΩb

)
Ea − Σab Eab + ϵabHbcζ

c
a = −1

2
Π̇− 1

6
ΘΠ

−1

4
(2 ρ+ 2 p+Π) Σ +

1

6
(ϕ− 4A) Q− 1

3
maDaQ+

1

6
MabDaQb

+
1

3
(aa +Aa) Q

a +

(
αa − 1

6
Σa − 1

2
ϵabΩb

)
Πa −

1

2
ΣabΠab .

In the above, we have placed all terms involving matter fields on the right hand side. Like

the pressure p, the anisotropic stress scalar Π does not have its own evolution equation.

In practice, they are not usually treated as independent. Instead, equations of state p (ρ)

and Π (ρ) are supplied.

The evolution equation for H follows in the same way:

Ḣ+ΘH− 3

2
ΣH+ 3 ξ E + ϵabDaEb + 2 ϵabAa Eb −

(
2αa +Σa − ϵabΩb

)
Ha (2.75)

+ΣabHab +
1

2
ϵab Ebc ζ c

a = ΩQ+
3

2
ξΠ+

1

2
ϵabDaΠb −

1

2
ΩaQa −

1

2
ϵabQaΣb .
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Finally we present the equations of type 4, which are the genuinely novel scalar equations

arising in the 1 + 1 + 2 decomposition, that cannot be derived using projections of the

existing 1 + 3 equations. They are obtained through various scalar projections of the

Ricci identity for ma, Rabc = 2∇[a∇b]mc −Rabcdm
d = 0 .

This means that they are evolution and constraint equations for kinematic scalar vari-

ables associated with the preferred spacelike congruence. There are two such scalars,

the area expansion ϕ of the congruence as ma is parallel-transported along its integral

curves, and the twisting ξ of the congruence that occurs when ma is parallel-transported.

Therefore, there are four new scalar equations: an evolution equation and a constraint

for ξ, and an evolution equation and a constraint for ϕ .

The projection ua ϵbcRabc gives the evolution equation for ξ ,

ξ̇ +
1

3
Θ ξ − 1

2
Σ ξ +

1

2
ϕΩ−AΩ− 1

2
H− 1

2
ϵabDaαb (2.76)

− 1

2
(aa +Aa) Ω

a − 1

2
ϵab (aa +Aa) (αb +Σb) +

1

2
ϵca ζbcΣab = 0 .

Like the vorticity ωa associated with the timelike congruence, the twisting scalar ξ as-

sociated with the spacelike congruence has no source term from the matter fields.

The evolution equation for ϕ comes from the projection uaM bcRabc = 0 ,

ϕ̇+
1

3
Θϕ− 1

2
Σϕ− 2

3
ΘA+ΣA− 2 ξΩ−MabDaαb + aaAa (2.77)

−αaAa +
(
Σa − ϵabΩb

)
Aa −

(
Σa − ϵabΩb

)
aa + ζabΣab = Q .

This shows how the area of the two-dimensional spacelike surfaces orthogonal to ma is

increased by the presence of a positive momentum density Q in that direction. This

spreading out of neighbouring spacelike curves from one another is somewhat like the

effect of a negative spatial curvature in an FLRW cosmology. We will see shortly that

this is not a coincidence.

We get a constraint on the projected derivative of ξ from ma ϵbcRabc = 0 ,

maDaξ + ϕ ξ − 1

3
ΘΩ− ΣΩ− 1

2
ϵab (Daab +Σa ab)−

1

2
(aa + 2αa) Ω

a = 0 , (2.78)

showing that if ua and ma are both geodesic and ua is irrotational, then there is no

source for gradients in the twist. This demonstrates once again the similarity between

ωa and ξ .

Finally, maM bcRabc gives

−maDaϕ− 1

2
ϕ2 +

2

9
Θ2 +

1

3
ΘΣ− Σ2 + 2 ξ2 − E +MabDaab (2.79)

−aa aa − ΣaΣ
a +ΩaΩ

a + 2 ϵab αaΩb − ζab ζ
ab =

2

3
ρ+

1

2
Π +

2

3
Λ .
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This is a very important equation, because it provides the generalised Friedmann equa-

tion in the 1 + 1 + 2 formalism.

If ua is irrotational, such that Ω and Ωa = 0, then (2.79) is equivalent to the Hamiltonian

constraint equation. Comparing (2.79) to (2.53), one finds that the Ricci curvature of

spacelike hypersurfaces can be related to the 1 + 1 + 2-covariant variables, by

(3)R = −3

2
ϕ2 − 3maDaϕ− 3

2
Σ2 +ΘΣ+ 6 ξ2 − E − 3

2
Π (2.80)

−ΣaΣ
a − 3 aa a

a + 3MabDaab +ΣabΣ
ab − 3 ζab ζ

ab .

For an homogeneous and isotropic geometry, only the first two terms remain. The

projected gradient of ϕ is permitted because ϕ can contain a single factor of the preferred

spatial coordinate (e.g., if one chooses to work in spherical coordinates, andma is aligned

with the r direction of an FLRW geometry) . In an FLRW universe in the canonical

foliation, (3)R =
6K

a2
, as we will show in the next chapter. Hence, in the FLRW limit ϕ

can be associated with spatial curvature.

The power of the 1+ 1+ 2 formalism will become apparent in Chapters 7 and 8. There,

we will discuss how the preferred timelike vector ua and preferred spacelike vector ma

might be picked out in either a model geometry or the real Universe. For now, consider

what happens when the spacelike hypersurfaces are locally rotationally symmetric about

the direction defined by ma [92, 93]. Then, if any vectors or tensors were non-zero, they

would break that symmetry, as they would introduce some directional dependence into

the two-dimensional surfaces orthogonal to both ua and ma , at each point in spacetime.

Therefore, all of the 1 + 1 + 2-covariant vectors and tensors must vanish [88, 94], so the

entire spacetime is characterised by a set of covariantly defined scalars S.

If we further assume spatial homogeneity in the spacelike hypersurfaces orthogonal to

ua , it follows that all the derivatives maDaS are zero. The 1+1+2 equations of motion

then give us a set of first-order ODEs in time, and algebraic constraints, for a set of

covariantly defined scalars. Although these equations are still nonlinear and difficult to

solve, they are very helpful for systematic analysis of these types of universe. Moreover,

the first-order vector and tensor perturbations of that model geometry will automatically

be gauge invariant [90, 95]. This has obvious advantages for the physical interpretation

of perturbations, because there will be no spurious gauge modes in the vector or tensor

sectors.

2.3 Light propagation in curved spacetime

So far, we have mainly focused on how cosmological spacetimes can be studied using

the properties of timelike congruences and spacelike hypersurfaces. However, almost
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everything we know about the Universe has been learnt from observations of distant

sources. That is, it has come from studying electromagnetic waves, arriving at us along

the past light cone. These light rays are tangents to null curves through the curved

spacetime geometry. It is therefore crucial to understand how the behaviour of bundles

of null rays is determined by the curvature of spacetime. This subject was pioneered

by Sachs and Kristian [96, 97], and an excellent summary is provided in Refs. [6, 98].

We will not present an exhaustive treatment, but will highlight some key concepts, that

will be particularly relevant for the discussions of the cosmic microwave background in

Chapters 4 and 6, and the Hubble diagram in Chapters 4 and 8.

Electromagnetism is described covariantly by a four-potential Aa , which is invariant

under gauge transformations Aa −→ Aa+∇aχ . The gauge-invariant action for classical

electromagnetism is

SEM =
1

16π

∫
d4x

√−g Fab F ab , (2.81)

where Fab = 2∇[aAb] is known as the Faraday tensor. It is an antisymmetric tensor, and

therefore it contains all 6 degrees of freedom in the electromagnetic field. Given some

timelike congruence ua, these can be decomposed into an electric and magnetic part,

each with three independent components: Ea = Fab u
b and Ha =

1
2ηabcd u

bF cd .

Varying SEM with respect to Aa, and choosing it to be in the Lorentz gauge ∇aA
a = 0 ,

we obtain Maxwell’s equations in curved spacetime,

∇b∇bAa +RabA
b = −ja , (2.82)

where the source term ja is the 4-current density, containing contributions from the

charge and current densities as measured by some timelike observer. In cosmology, we

can safely set ja to zero.

2.3.1 Geometric optics

An electromagnetic field is, by definition, a solution to Eq. (2.82). One of the simplest

such solutions is a plane wave, propagating through the spacetime. The wave has a null

tangent vector ka , satisfying kak
a = 0. It is described by an electromagnetic 4-potential

of the form Aa = Aa e
iψ .

Then, we can introduce a very helpful approximation, which will be the starting point

for studying light propagation on cosmological scales. This is called the eikonal, or geo-

metric optics, approximation. It states that the oscillation of the phase ψ is much faster

than the variation of either the amplitude Aa, or of the gravitational fields present in the

spacetime. It follows that the propagation vector ka is related to the phase simply by

ka = ∇aψ . Taking the covariant derivative of this equation and antisymmetrising, one
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finds that the vorticity associated with the null congruence vanishes, ω̂ab = ∇[akb] = 0 5.

This is a direct consequence of geometric optics [99]. Generic null congruences can have

vorticity, but it has no source term coming from the spacetime curvature, as we will

demonstrate shortly. Therefore, it is not expected to be relevant in cosmological space-

times, even in the rare cases, such as strong gravitational lensing, where the geometric

optics approximation does not apply.

Consider taking the covariant derivative of the null condition ka k
a = 0 , applying the

relation ka = ∇aψ, and using that ∇[akb] = 0 . This shows that the null ray must satisfy

kb∇bka = 0 ⇔ Dka
dλ

= 0 , (2.83)

i.e. under the eikonal approximation, light travels not only on null curves, but on null

geodesic curves. Here λ is an affine parameter along the null ray.

An important quantity to define is the energy E of a photon, as measured locally by a

future-directed timelike observer with 4-velocity ua . In order for E to be well-defined,

the integral curve of ua must intersect with the null geodesic. Then, the definition of

E will depend on whether the null geodesic is future-directed, with kaua < 0 , or past-

directed with kaua > 0 . For future-directed null rays, E = −kaua , and for past-directed

null rays, E = +kaua . This is an important distinction, because light rays are time-

reversible [100]. Depending on the context, it can be useful to consider either future or

past directed null curves.

Once we have defined a timelike reference congruence ua, the null tangent vector ka can

be decomposed covariantly as

ka = E (ua + ea) (future− dir.) ; ka = −E (ua − ea) (past− dir.) . (2.84)

Here, ea = hab k
b is the spatial propagation direction of the ray. A very important

quantity is the redshift z, which is defined from the ratio of the energies at the emitting

location and the observing location,

1 + z =
Eemit

Eobs
=

±kaua|λ
±kaua|0

, (2.85)

where a plus (minus) is for a past (future) directed ka , and we have chosen the affine

parameter λ along the null geodesic to be equal to zero at the observer’s location. This is

always possible, because of the invariance of null geodesics under affine transformations

λ −→ a λ+ b .

5Note that we have used a hat to distinguish the vorticity of a null congruence from its timelike
counterpart.
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The splitting in Eq. (2.84) makes it possible to define the rate at which an observer

with 4-velocity ua would find space to be expanding in their immediate vicinity, if they

make observations by receiving light rays with tangents ka . This is a very important

quantity in cosmology: unlike the expansion Θ = ∇au
a of spacelike hypersurfaces, this

parameter, which we will call H∥, can be inferred directly from observations on the past

light cone. By considering the change in the infinitesimal separation δxa between two

timelike curves in the ua congruence as the affine parameter λ is varied, one finds that

H∥ =
1

E2
ka kb∇aub = ea eb∇aub =

Θ

3
+ σab e

a eb . (2.86)

This is a covariant generalisation of the Hubble parameter, that is familiar from studies

of homogeneous and isotropic cosmologies. In a generic expanding spacetime, it depends

on the observing direction ea , through the presence of the shear term σab producing a

quadrupole signature. It has been shown that the properties of null geodesics also allow

higher-order cosmographic parameters, such as the deceleration parameter, to be defined

in a covariant way [67, 73, 101–104]. The parameter H∥ makes it possible to work with

the direct observable z instead of the unobservable λ , because they are related through

dz

dλ
= ± (1 + z)2 H∥ (z) (2.87)

where a plus (minus) is for past (future) directed null geodesics.

If one were only interested in calculating the trajectories of individual null rays, then the

geodesic equation is sufficient6. However, in practice, we usually want to know about

the properties of null geodesic bundles. In particular, this is necessary so that covariant

notions of flux and the angular size of objects can be defined. These both give rise to

sensible definitions of distance that can be studied in curved spacetime.

The basic set-up is as follows. We consider an infinite family of infinitesimally separated

null geodesics, sharing a tangent ka . Unlike for a timelike congruence, where ua defined

a set of 3-dimensional orthogonal spaces, the null condition kak
a = 0 tells us that the

congruence is orthogonal to a 2-dimensional space, that is itself orthogonal to both ua

and ea . That 2D space is referred to as the screen space, because if the light ray is

to be intercepted by a screen with worldline parallel to ua , that screen must be set up

orthogonal to the direction ea .

We can learn about the properties of the null congruence by studying the properties of

images projected on to such screens. In particular, the cross-sectional area δA of the

null bundle will vary as we move along the curve xa(λ) . The tensor sab = hab + ea eb =

6In the eikonal approximation, so that light rays are automatically geodesic.
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gab+ua ub+ea eb projects all objects it acts upon into the screen space. Moreover, under

the eikonal approximation ka is vorticity-free, so sab is the screen space metric.

The screen space is spanned by a pair of real orthonormal spacelike vectors s a
1 and s a

2 , or

equivalently by the complex null vector sa =
1√
2
(s a

1 − is a
2 ) and its complex conjugate

s̄a . These vectors are parallel-transported along the null geodesics. They are related to

the screen space projection tensor by

sab = s1a s
1
b + s2a s

2
b = sa s̄b + s̄a sb . (2.88)

The separation vector δxa between neighbouring null geodesics is just some real linear

combination of sa and s̄a . Any such separation vector is a solution of the geodesic

deviation equation (2.16). Hence, tracking how separation vectors in the bundle evolve

along the null curve allows the Riemann curvature to be probed.

As in the 1 + 3 decomposition, this is achieved most conveniently by studying a set of

covariant variables that are associated with the properties of the congruence. In fact,

for null congruences these can all be written as scalars, which are known as the optical

scalars. We have

• The null expansion θ̂ = 1
2 ∇ak

a . This tells us about the expansion or contraction

of (images in) the screen space as we move along the null ray. It follows from the

definition of δA that
d

dλ
ln δA = 2 θ̂ .

• The null shear σ̂ab =
(
s c
(as

d
b) − 1

2 sabs
cd
)
∇ckd . It can be packaged into a single

complex scalar, σ̂ = −sa sb σ̂ab . This tells us how the screen space can be sheared,

so that a circular image would be flattened into an ellipse.

• The null vorticity ω̂ab = s c
[as

d
b] ∇ckd . It can be packaged into a single real scalar,

ω̂ = −i sa s̄b ω̂ab [105]. It corresponds to twisting of the screen space, so that an

image would be rotated. Under the eikonal approximation, ω̂ vanishes.

The effects of each of the optical scalars on an image formed in the screen space (similar

to an image of an ellipsoidal galaxy), are displayed in Fig. 2.4.

The evolution equations for the optical scalars are obtained from contractions of the Ricci

identity for the null vector ka , 2∇[a∇b] kc = Rabcd k
d . These are the Sachs equations

[96], which fully govern the properties of null geodesic congruences in curved spacetime.

The first is the evolution equation for θ̂, which comes from taking the trace of the Ricci

identity, projecting it with ka , and then using ka k
a = 0 . Doing so, one obtains

d

dλ
θ̂ + θ̂2 + ¯̂σσ̂ − ω̂2 = −1

2
Rab k

a kb . (2.89)
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θ̂ σ̂ ω̂

1

Figure 2.4: Visualisation of the effects of θ̂ , σ̂ and ω̂ on an image formed in the screen
space of a null ray.

This equation shows how local Ricci curvature causes light beams to focus. In GR, the

null energy condition (NEC) tells us that 8πGRab k
a kb = Tab k

a kb ≥ 0 for any ka .

Translating Tab into the energy-momentum tensor of a perfect fluid, we see that the

NEC is violated only for exotic fluids with ρ + p < 0 . Therefore, Eq. (2.89) ensures

that under ordinary conditions, matter fields always cause null congruences to converge.

The term −1
2 Rab k

a kb can be identified as Φ00 , one of the real scalars associated with

the Ricci tensor in the Newman-Penrose approach [106].

The next equation is the evolution equation for the complex null shear σ̂ . This comes

from contracting the Ricci identity with kb , then projecting into the screen space and

taking the symmetric and trace-free part. Finally, we contract the resulting tensor

equation twice with the complex null vector sa . This gives

d

dλ
σ̂ + 2 θ̂ σ̂ = Cabcd s

a kb sc kd . (2.90)

The shearing of a null congruence is sourced non-locally, by the Weyl curvature. This

is the generic origin of weak gravitational lensing. Moreover, because the null shear is

coupled to the null expansion in Eq. (2.89), the Weyl curvature indirectly sources the

null expansion, through the evolution of σ̂ . Again, we can identify the right hand side

with a Newman-Penrose scalar, in this case the complex scalar Ψ0 .

The last Sachs equation is an evolution equation for the null vorticity ω̂ , which we

remind the reader vanishes anyway in the eikonal approximation. It arises from following

the same procedure as for σ̂ , but then taking the antisymmetric part rather than the

symmetric and trace-free part. Finally, we contract with sa s̄b . The resulting equation

is
d

dλ
ω̂ + 2 θ̂ ω̂ = 0 , (2.91)
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where the vanishing of the right hand side is a consequence of the symmetries of the

Weyl tensor. Eq. (2.91) shows that the vorticity of null congruences has no source from

the spacetime curvature. Hence, it is negligible in the late Universe. This result further

justifies the approach of geometric optics. For the rest of this thesis, we will work entirely

within that approximation when dealing with light propagation.

2.3.2 Distance measures

In cosmology, it is very informative to calculate the distance to sources of electromag-

netic, and recently also gravitational [107], radiation. However, there is no unique,

covariant, definition of distance in General Relativity. Any notion of distance that is

built out of a coordinate basis is by its nature not compatible with general covariance,

so it cannot be used in curved spacetime.

Instead, cosmologists define notions of distance that are directly related to observable

quantities. This means that they are physically well-defined, but that there is no unique

choice of how to do this. It depends on the observation at hand, whether that is, for

example, the angular size of galaxies or clusters of galaxies, the flux of radiation received

from a luminous source such as a Type Ia supernova, or the strain associated with a

gravitational wave.

Consider a source that we see subtending a solid angle δΩobs on our local sky. Suppose

we also have some information about the intrinsic cross-sectional area of the source,

δAobs .
7 This would occur, for example, if it is a galaxy or cosmological feature of a

known size. Objects with this property are known as standard rulers. A promiment

example is the scale of baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO), associated with the sound

horizon at last scattering [108]. We will discuss the BAO scale further in Chapter 3.

We define the angular diameter distance dA by

δAobs = d2A δΩobs , (2.92)

where we should understand dA as being a property of a congruence of past-directed null

geodesics diverging from the observer. Because the null expansion θ̂ associated with the

congruence is related to areas on the screen space by
d

dλ
δA = 2θ̂ δA , it follows that the

angular diameter distance satisfies

θ̂ =
d

dλ
ln dA . (2.93)

7It may seem rather confusing that the area of the source is labelled with the subscript “obs”. The
reason we do this is that δAobs is the area of an image on the screen space that would be obtained for
future-directed null rays converging at the observer (that have travelled to us from some source), or
alternatively past-directed null rays emanating from the observer. Conversely, δAsource is the area on
the screen space that would be obtained for future-directed null rays emanating from the source.
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Thus, Sachs’ equations for the optical scalars can be rewritten in terms of the angular

diameter distance,

d2

dλ2
dA =

(
Φ00 − ¯̂σσ̂

)
dA , and (2.94)

d

dλ

(
σ̂ d2A

)
= Ψ0 d

2
A . (2.95)

From a numerical perspective, these are preferable to working with the null expansion

scalar directly, because θ̂ −→ −∞ at the observer (λ = 0) . If it did not, then the

past (future)-directed null geodesics would not be emanating from (converging to) the

observer’s spacetime location. In contrast, dA is well behaved at the observer.

Sachs’ equations (2.94) and (2.95) are solved with the initial conditions

dA(0) = 0 ,
d

dz
dA|0 =

1

H
∥
0

, σ̂(0) = 0 . (2.96)

Hence, knowledge of the spacetime curvature allows one to construct the angular diam-

eter distance as a function of redshift along any given null geodesic in the spacetime.

δΩobs

δΩsource

δAsource

δAobs

kap

kap

kaf

kaf

1

Figure 2.5: Comparison of future-directed null geodesics (red) with tangents kaf travel-
ling from the source to the observer, and past-directed null geodesics (blue) kap travelling
from the observer to the source. The future-directed curves define the luminosity dis-
tance, and the past-directed ones the angular diameter distance. Based on a figure in

Ref. [6].

The other standard distance measure is the luminosity distance dL . It is defined by

considering a source of known intrinsic luminosity Lsource , and measuring the flux of

radiation received from it at the observer,

Fobs =
Lsource

4π d2L
. (2.97)
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This is particularly useful when Lsource can be inferred directly. Such sources are known

as standard, or at least standardisable, candles. The most notable standardisable candles

for cosmological observations are Cepheid variable stars, whose intrinsic luminosity is

related to the period of pulsations in their brightness [109], and Type Ia supernovae,

which have a roughly constant luminosity associated with the Chandrasekhar limit for

white dwarf stars [110]. We will come back to these in Chapter 3.

The flux F ultimately comes from the energy density ρEM = TEM
ab ua ub of the radia-

tive electromagnetic field, as measured by a timelike observer with 4-velocity ua . It is

defined by time-averaging ρEM over many oscillations of the electromagnetic wave, and

projecting on to an area of the screen space associated with ka . The rate of energy

transfer to the observer’s screen is depreciated relative to the energy transfer rate at the

source’s spacetime location by two factors of (1 + z):

1. The energy of each individual photon is reduced by a factor 1 + z, as it travels

from the source at redshift z to the observer at redshift 0 .

2. The rate itself is associated with a time derivative. The proper time interval

measured in the observer frame is (1 + z) × the proper time interval measured in

the source frame. Hence, there is a factor 1 + z associated with time dilation of

the period of the electromagnetic wave.

This means that Fobs is related to δAsource , the screen space area for null rays diverging

from the source, and δΩsource , the solid angle that the radiation emanating from the

source is diverging into, by

Fobs =
L

4π
(
δAsource
δΩsource

) 1

1 + z

1

1 + z
, (2.98)

and so

δAsource =
1

(1 + z)2
d2L δΩsource . (2.99)

This demonstrates clearly that dL is a property of future-directed null geodesics ema-

nating from the source, in contrast to dA . The null worldlines are directed forward in

time until they intersect with the timelike worldline of the observer. This means that

the initial conditions for the Sachs equations, solved using a future-directed null geodesic

congruence, would be very unclear, because we have no observational access to δΩsource .

However, the distance measures dA and dL are not independent. They are related to one

another in a very simple fashion, because of the time-reversal symmetry of null geodesics.

The time-reversibility is demonstrated in Fig. 2.5, where we have shown a past-directed

and a future-directed null geodesic coinciding. The only difference between them is that

the affine parameter λ increases in opposite directions along the curve.
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As long as photon number is conserved, Etherington’s reciprocity theorem [6, 100, 111]

implies that

dL = (1 + z)2 dA , (2.100)

which is also referred to as the distance duality relation. We will not prove this statement

here. However, we refer the reader to Ref. [6] for a very clearly presented proof.

Etherington’s theorem is completely general, irrespective of the spacetime geometry. It

remains valid in any metric theory of gravity, as long as that theory does not violate

photon number conservation. To date, there is no statistically significant observational

evidence for any violations of Eq. (2.100) (see e.g. Refs. [112–116]). The generality of the

reciprocity theorem has occasionally caused some confusion in the literature, where some

erroneous claims have been made that the reciprocity theorem relies on the symmetries

of the FLRW cosmology. In Chapter 8 we will make extensive use of the reciprocity

theorem in inhomogeneous and anisotropic spacetimes.

The reciprocity theorem is enormously helpful for calculating the relationship between

luminosity distance and redshift in generic spacetimes, which is a fundamental observable

referred to as the Hubble diagram. The theorem circumvents the need to integrate Sachs’

equations forward along future-directed null geodesics from the source to the observer,

in order to calculate the flux. Hence, there is no need to specify any initial conditions

at the source location, which would require guessing information to which we have no

observational access. Instead, one specifies the initial conditions (2.96) at the observer

location, and integrates Sachs’ equations along past-directed null geodesics back to the

source. This gives dA(z) , and then dL(z) is calculated trivially, using the reciprocity

theorem.



Chapter 3

The concordance cosmological

model

In this chapter, we will introduce the key elements of the ΛCDM model that has be-

come the concordance model in cosmology over the last three decades. This is necessary

in order to understand how and why alternatives to the ΛCDM cosmology may be con-

structed. We will discuss the evolution of the homogeneous and isotropic FLRW universe,

and the theory of cosmological perturbations that underpins the standard interpretation

of cosmological inhomogeneities and anisotropies. Finally, we will review some impor-

tant observational probes of the FLRW universe and its perturbations, focusing on the

cosmic microwave background (CMB) and the Hubble diagram.

3.1 Homogeneous and isotropic cosmology

The fundamental principle upon which the entire concordance model is built is the

cosmological principle. Let us introduce this first phenomenologically, and then formally.

A phenomenological definition states that on sufficiently large spatial scales, the Uni-

verse is statistically homogeneous (the same at all spatial locations) and isotropic (the

same in all spatial directions) [11]. This is a generalisation of the Copernican principle,

which states that our observing location in the Universe has no special properties, to all

observing locations [117].

The strongest evidence for cosmic isotropy is provided by the cosmic microwave back-

ground. The temperature of the CMB has been found consistently to be uniform across

the sky to approximately one part in 105 [118–120]1.

1This is a slight oversimplification. The largest anisotropy by far in the CMB is the dipole (l = 1)
signal, which is of order 10−3 rather than 10−5 . The dipole is typically attributed to the kinematic
motion of the Solar System with respect to the CMB. When the kinematic term is subtracted off, the
intrinsic dipole is expected to be of order 10−5 . However, this interpretation is the subject of much
debate (see e.g. Refs. [121–124]), which we will return to in Chapter 4.

65
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As a two-dimensional map, the CMB does not provide direct evidence for homogene-

ity. However, let us consider the implications of CMB isotropy in conjunction with the

Copernican principle. The Copernican principle is somewhat difficult to justify observa-

tionally, although some tests have been proposed [125–127]. It can be argued that it is a

well-motivated assumption, as there does not appear to be any fundamental reason why

we would be privileged observers in the Universe. If one assumes that the Copernican

principle is valid, and measures an exactly isotropic CMB, then it follows that any other

observer at some other location would also see an isotropic CMB. Hence, the Universe

must be spatially homogeneous. This was proved by Ehlers, Geren and Sachs [128].

Although their proof relies on the rather stringent assumption of total isotropy, some

near-Ehlers-Geren-Sachs theorems have been proved which generalise their result under

weaker assumptions [129–132]. Similarly, Hasse and Perlick showed that if all observers

in a cosmological spacetime measure a Hubble diagram dL(z) that is isotropic up to

O(z3) , then that spacetime is necessarily FLRW [133].

Ultimately, however, the Copernican principle is an assumption, and without overwhelm-

ing observational support, it is perhaps safer not to impose it a priori on philosophical

grounds. Then, the isotropy of the CMB does not provide evidence for the Universe’s

statistical homogeneity. Instead, we should test homogeneity directly, using observations

of the large-scale distribution of matter. On small scales, the cosmic web is highly in-

homogeneous, but statistical homogeneity merely requires that above some homogeneity

scale Lhom, there exist no inhomogeneous structures. Clearly, if Lhom is comparable to

the size of the observable Universe, then homogeneity is not a reasonable approximation.

Estimates of Lhom are provided by observations of the cosmic large-scale structure (LSS),

especially the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) [134–140] and Baryon Oscillation Spec-

troscopic Survey (BOSS) [141, 142]. The estimated value varies substantially depend-

ing on the dataset and statistical techniques used, how strictly one defines statistical

homogeneity2, and also on the assumed value of h = H0/
(
100 km s−1Mpc−1

)
≈ 0.7 .

Estimates typically vary between Lhom = 60h−1Mpc and 300h−1Mpc . For comparison,

the present-day Hubble horizon is around 3000h−1Mpc .

We have roughly stated the cosmological principle, and summarised its observational

support. Let us now return to its precise statement, and the implications thereof. To do

so, it will be necessary to formulate what we mean by homogeneity and isotropy rather

more precisely, by introducing the concept of symmetries of spacetime. This concept

will also be crucial in later chapters.

2Some ultra-large structures have been observed, such as the Sloan Great Wall at around 420 Mpc
[143], and even larger ones have been claimed [144, 145]. A very stringent interpretation might require
that the homogeneity scale be pushed beyond the size of any of these structures.
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Figure 3.1: Schematic of the effect of a Killing vector ξa . For all points in the
manifold, the metric gab is invariant along an integral curve of ξa from that point.

When we refer to a spacetime, what we really mean is a four-dimensional Lorentzian

manifold M , equipped with a metric gab and its associated Levi-Civita connection. A

symmetry of spacetime is some map M −→ M under which the metric is invariant.

Symmetries can be divided into two classes: continuous and discrete, depending on the

character of the group that describes the transformations. In the context of curved

spacetime, we are only really interested in continuous symmetries. A simple example of

a spacetime possessing continuous symmetries is the Schwarzschild geometry, which is

invariant under time translation and spatial rotations.

Mathematically, we can describe a symmetry transformation by a Killing vector field ξa .

It is defined by the equation

(Lξ g)ab = 0 =⇒ ∇(aξb) = 0 , (3.1)

where we recall the definition of the Lie derivative L from Eq. (2.45). The vanishing of

the Lie derivative means that the metric is invariant along any integral curve of ξa , so

this equation is a precise statement of the definition of a spacetime symmetry. A Killing

vector field is the generator of such a symmetry. The meaning of a Killing vector ξa

is demonstrated in Fig. 3.1, where we see that for any point p ∈ M , the flow σξ(p)

preserves the metric; i.e. for all points p′ on that integral curve, gab(p
′) = gab(p) . The

symmetries of a spacetime are defined entirely by their Killing vector fields, which are

the non-trivial solutions to Eq. (3.1). In a generic spacetime which has no symmetries,

Killing’s equation is over-determined, so it has no non-trivial solutions.

A spacetime is said to be spatially homogeneous if it possesses three non-trivial, linearly

independent, spacelike Killing vector fields ξH1,2,3 defined everywhere on the spacetime.

This implies that ξH1,2,3 span three-dimensional spacelike hypersurfaces Σt , in which any
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point in the surface can be mapped to any other point under the action of the symmetry

group3. These Σt are sometimes called surfaces of transitivity [28, 146].

A spacetime is isotropic if it possesses three non-trivial Killing vector fields ξI1,2,3 whose

associated symmetries map any point in the spacetime on to itself. The spacetime

is spatially isotropic if the subgroup formed by those isotropies acts in spacelike hy-

persurfaces, i.e. the Killing vectors ξI1,2,3 are spacelike. Therefore, an homogeneous and

isotropic spacetime possesses three-dimensional surfaces of transitivity Σt, with a further

three-dimensional group of spacelike symmetries that keep every point in those surfaces

fixed. Translations do not keep points fixed, so we are left only with rotations. The

only possible three-dimensional group we are left with is SO(3) , so this is the isotropy

group of the spacetime. Furthermore, the presence of these six Killing vector fields tells

us that the fundamental timelike worldlines, orthogonal to the surfaces of transitivity,

must have vanishing shear, vorticity and acceleration.

In general, inhomogeneous spacetimes can be isotropic (e.g. Schwarzschild), and homo-

geneous spacetimes can be anisotropic (e.g. the Bianchi universes). There is an enormous

variety of spatially homogeneous cosmological models, which we will discuss further in

Chapter 4.

Let us now introduce the metric tensor gab that is consistent with spatial homogeneity

and isotropy. It is easiest to do this by working in the 3 + 1 formalism. First, we need

to fix the gauge. We can introduce a synchronous time coordinate t, such that the

spacetime can be foliated into homogeneous surfaces of constant t, with lapse N = 1 and

shift Ni = 0 . Those surfaces are covered by some spatial coordinates xi. Consider again

the ADM form of the metric (2.43). The assumptions of homogeneity and isotropy mean

that there must exist exactly six independent spacelike Killing vector fields - three for

homogeneity and three for isotropy. Therefore, the induced metric hij on Σt must be

equal to a maximally symmetric 3-metric γij which is shared by all the surfaces, up to

a conformal factor that depends only on the label t of Σt .

We are left with the following form for the spacetime metric,

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t) γij dx
i dxj , (3.2)

where the maximally symmetric γij is most conveniently written in coordinates (r, θ, ϕ)

that are rather like the spherical polar coordinates on three-dimensional Euclidean space,

γij dx
i dxj =

1

1−K r2
dr2 + r2 dθ2 + r2 sin2 θ dϕ2 . (3.3)

3There is actually an exception to this implication, called the Kantowski-Sachs cosmology, which we
will come back to in Chapter 4. For now, we can ignore it.



The concordance model 69

This is the Robertson-Walker (RW) class of 3-metrics [147, 148]. The parameter K

describes the spatial curvature associated with hij = a2 γij . This is demonstrated by

calculating the Ricci curvature (3)Rij associated with hij , whereby
(3)Rij =

1

3
(3)Rhij ,

with (3)R =
6K

a2
. The Robertson-Walker class can thus be divided into three subclasses,

depending on the sign of the spatial curvature parameter K: flat (K = 0), open (K <

0) and closed (K > 0). Eq. (3.2) defines the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker

metric: a Robertson-Walker homogeneous and isotropic induced 3-metric, embedded

within a Friedmann-Lemâıtre expanding universe.

Often, cosmologists choose not to set the lapse equal to unity, but rather to work with

a different time variable called conformal time τ , such that N = a(τ) . This makes the

conformal flatness of the metric apparent,

ds2 = a2(τ)
[
−dτ2 + γij dx

i dxj
]
, (3.4)

whence it can be deduced that the Weyl tensor Cabcd associated with the FLRW metric

vanishes identically4.

3.1.1 The FLRW universe

In this section, we provide a brief overview of the dynamics of the FLRW universe

described by Eq. (3.2). We will work first in the standard approach, which uses the

coordinate picture of General Relativity. However, we will also discuss the results in

the 1 + 3 formalism. We start from Einstein’s equations (2.20). The FLRW metric has

Einstein tensor components

G00 = 3H2 +
3K

a2
, G0i = 0 , and Gij = −a2

(
3H2 + 2Ḣ +

K

a2

)
γij , (3.5)

where we have introduced the Hubble parameter H(t) =
ȧ(t)

a(t)
. With Cabcd = 0, the

Riemann tensor components are easily constructed according to Eq. (2.12). The equa-

tions of motion can also be written in terms of conformal time τ , through the conformal

Hubble parameter H =
1

a

da

dτ
=
a′

a
= aH . Using τ rather than t is a useful simplification

in the study of cosmological perturbations.

Let us now consider the right hand side of Einstein’s equations. In order for the energy-

momentum tensor to respect the Killing symmetries of the metric, all possible matter

and radiation fields must have the same 4-velocity ua = δat , and the degrees of freedom

in Tab must be functions of time alone. Recall that a general Tab can be decomposed

with respect to a timelike vector field ua into an energy density ρ, pressure p, momentum

4This is immediately obvious in the flat case K = 0 , such that γij = δij , but some further analysis
shows that it remains true in both the open and closed cases [6].
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density qa and anisotropic stress πab . In this case, Tab cannot have any 1+3-covariantly

defined vector or tensor degrees of freedom, as they would violate the symmetries. There-

fore, we must have

Tab = ρ(t)ua ub + p(t)hab . (3.6)

Einstein’s equations are given entirely by the following pair, the first and second Fried-

mann equations,

H2

a2
+
K

a2
= H2 +

K

a2
=

8πG

3
ρ+

1

3
Λ , (3.7)

H′

a2
= Ḣ +H2 = −4πG

3
(ρ+ 3 p) +

1

3
Λ . (3.8)

The contracted Bianchi identities tell us that ρ̇ + 3H (ρ+ p) = 0 , and so the first

Friedmann equation is the first integral of the second.

From the perspective of the 1 + 3 formalism, these equations are straightforward conse-

quences of homogeneity and isotropy. Because Cabcd = 0 , its electric and magnetic parts

must vanish. Homogeneity ensures Da ρ = Da p = 0 , and we already have qa = 0 and

πab = 0 . To determine the kinematic variables, we note that any non-vanishing shear,

vorticity or acceleration would necessarily give rise to anisotropy, because they would

pick out at least one preferred spatial direction. Hence, σab = 0 and ωa = u̇a = 0 .

The isotropic expansion is restricted to being a function of time, i.e. DaΘ = 0 . As it

describes the expansion of volumes, and H the expansion of length scales, it follows that

Θ and H must be related by Θ = 3H .

The only non-trivial 1 + 3-covariant equations are the Raychaudhuri equation (2.31),

the local energy conservation equation (2.41) and the Hamiltonian constraint (2.53).

Identifying (3)R =
6K

a2
as explained above, these three equations are identical to the

Friedmann equations and the ρ̇ equation.

The pressure and energy density of a given cosmological fluid are related by an equation

of state (EOS), p = p (ρ) . Although certain exotic fluids may have more complicated

equations of state, standard fluids all have linear equations p = wρ . For non-relativistic

matter, which is a combination ρ of baryonic matter ρb and cold dark matter ρc , w = 0 ,

whereas for radiation, w =
1

3
. It is also possible to think of the cosmological constant as

a constant-density dark energy fluid with EOS parameter w = −1: ρΛ = −pΛ =
Λ

8πG
.

The matter, radiation and dark energy fluids do not interact in the standard cosmol-

ogy, so they all solve the energy conservation equation individually. Hence, the first

Friedmann equation (Hamiltonian constraint) can be simplified by defining the critical
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density ρcrit(a) =
3H2(a)

8πG
, and the fractional density parameters

Ωm =
ρm
ρcrit

=
ρm0

ρcrit a3
, Ωr =

ρr
ρcrit

=
ρr0

ρcrit a4
, ΩΛ =

Λ

3H2(a)
and ΩK =

−K
a2H2

.

The Friedmann equation is then conveniently expressed in terms of the present-day

density parameters and the present-day Hubble parameter H0 ,

H2 (a) = H2
0

[
Ωm0

a3
+

Ωr0
a4

+ΩΛ0 +
ΩK0

a2

]
, (3.9)

so that Ωm0 + Ωr0 + ΩΛ0 + ΩK0 = 1 . In the absence of any more complicated matter

fields such as a novel dynamical scalar5, an FLRW cosmology is described by specifying

three of these four parameters, plus the integration constant H0 .

The radiation density parameter Ωr0 is constrained by the monopole temperature of the

CMB, which is measured to be a perfect black body to within 1 part in 105 ; TCMB =

2.72548 ± 0.00057K [151]. The energy density of black body radiation is given by

Planck’s law, so ρr(T ) = CT 4 , where C is a collection of fundamental constants. This

tells us that Ωr0 ∼ 5 × 10−5 , so radiation makes a negligible contribution to the energy

density of the late Universe. However, because Ωr(a) ∼ a−4 , radiation dominated the

energy content of the Universe before matter did (after the end of inflation).

Observational constraints on the spatial curvature parameter are consistent with zero,

i.e. a spatially flat Universe. The tighest constraint is obtained by combining Planck

measurements of the temperature and polarisation anisotropies in the CMB with BAO

(baryon acoustic oscillation) measurements [7], yielding ΩK0 = 0.0007 ± 0.0019 . If one

only uses CMB data, then the constraint is much weaker, and mildly favours a closed

Universe: ΩK0 = −0.044+0.018
−0.015 [152]. However, this result is still consistent with zero to

within 3σ . A near-flat universe is a concrete prediction of the theory of cosmic inflation

in the early Universe [150].

The ΛCDM concordance model arises, then, from the negligible amount of radiation in

the late Universe, and from assuming flatness. The reduced parameter space can then

be strongly constrained using the temperature, polarisation and lensing anisotropies in

the CMB. Hence, the strongest constraints on H0, Ωm0 and ΩΛ0 come from the Planck

data [7]. They are

H0 = 67.37±0.54 km s−1Mpc−1 , Ωm0 = 0.3147±0.0074 , and ΩΛ0 = 0.6889±0.0056 .

With these parameters in hand, one can integrate the Friedmann equation to obtain

5A period of inflationary expansion in the early Universe is expected to have been driven by at least
one such scalar field (see e.g. Refs. [149, 150]).
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a(t) . As a result, we are provided with an estimate for the age of the Universe assuming

a flat ΛCDM cosmology,

t0 =
1

H0

∫ 1

0

da√
Ωm0a−3 + (1− Ωm0)

≈ 13.8Gyr . (3.10)

Before we go onto discuss the history of the Universe in some more detail, let us define

two extra quantities.

The first is the physical Hubble horizon, which is just defined to be rphysH (t) =
1

H(t)
,

in units where c = 1 . Note that rphysH (t0) ≈ 4100Mpc , which tells us the characteristic

length scale of the present Universe. It is related to the comoving Hubble horizon rcomH

by rcomH (a) =
rphysH (a)

a
. By a comoving distance, we mean simply the separation in the r

coordinate in Eq. (3.2) between two points on a spacelike surface Σt . When we refer to

the Hubble horizon rH in this thesis, we will always mean the comoving Hubble horizon

rcomH .

The second is the particle horizon. It is defined by considering null geodesics in the

FLRW spacetime, and calculating the largest possible comoving coordinate distance a

light ray can have travelled through the Universe to reach an observer at some time t.

Although this can be calculated by solving the geodesic equation, it is easiest just to

exploit the symmetries of the metric. As null geodesics are conformally invariant, let us

use the conformal-time form (3.4) of the FLRW metric. Now, setting the interval equal

to zero at each point along the null curve, we must have r(t) − r(0) = τ(t) =
∫ t
0

dt′

a(t′)
.

The particle horizon rP (t) is thus equal to the conformal time that has elapsed between

the hot Big Bang, which corresponds to τ = 0 6, and some later cosmic time t . Written

in terms of the scale factor, it is

rP (a) =

∫ a

0

dã

ã2H(ã)
. (3.11)

The particle horizon gives us a concrete definition for the coordinate extent of the ob-

servable Universe.

3.1.2 Thermal history of the Universe

The ΛCDM model provides a standard model for the history of the Universe, going back

from the present day until before the hot Big Bang. We will now present a brief summary

of this history. It is conveniently divided into a series of epochs that are distinguished

by the Universe’s thermal properties in each of them.

6By the hot Big Bang, we really mean the end of inflation. The conformal time coordinate can be
analytically extended into the inflationary epoch by considering negative values of τ .
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1. The pre-inflationary epoch: t ≲ 10−36 s. For t ≲ tPlanck =
√

ℏc
G5 ∼ 10−43 s, classical

gravity breaks down and a quantum theory of gravity (QG) is required, with all

four fundamental forces being unified. After tPlanck , the QG symmetry is presumed

to break down to a Grand Unified Theory (GUT), which later breaks into the

electroweak and strong interactions.

2. The inflationary epoch: 10−36 s ≲ 10−32 s. In this period, the universe undergoes

an ultra-rapid exponential expansion, with the scale factor believed to expand by

at least 60 e-folds, i.e.
aend
astart

= eN ∼ e60 . The inflationary expansion is typically

explained by the existence of a novel, massive scalar field ϕ, slowly rolling down its

potential V (ϕ) . This field is referred to as the inflaton. Quantum fluctuations in

the inflaton field generated before inflation are stretched out over enormous length

scales, from deep within the horizon to far outside it. This leads to them becoming

classical, after which fluctuations can be described using the general-relativistic

theory of cosmological perturbations, which we will introduce shortly.

The theory of inflation is consistent with a small value for ΩK , as the curvature

scale can be pushed far beyond the horizon by the rapid expansion. It also pro-

vides a good explanation for the well-known horizon problem: apparently causally

disconnected regions of the sky are observed to have the same CMB temperature.

Since the comoving Hubble horizon shrinks by a factor of order eN during inflation,

such regions would have been in causal contact in the pre-inflationary epoch.

3. The Hot Big Bang/reheating epoch: 10−32 s ≲ t ≲ 10−10 s. The Hot Big Bang

(HBB) does not usually refer to t = 0 , but rather to the end of inflation. At

this point, the inflaton rolls down to the minimum of V (ϕ), and decays into the

standard model particles. This causes the Universe to become filled with a very

hot plasma: t ∼ 10−32 s corresponds to temperatures of order 1013GeV . The

expansion causes that plasma to cool as T ∼ a−1.

4. Radiation domination: 10−10 s ≲ t ≤ teq ∼ 5 × 104 yr . The electroweak symme-

try breaks once the characteristic temperature of the Universe is of order TeV ,

producing the electromagnetic and weak interactions. The Universe is dominated

by a thermal bath of photons. Around 20 s after the HBB, the process of Big

Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) begins, with free neutrons and protons fusing into

deuterium. BBN continues until t ∼ 300 s . The stable nuclei produced are almost

entirely hydrogen 1H, deuterium 2H , helium 3He and 4He, and lithium 7Li [153].

At the beginning of radiation domination, Ωm is negligible compared to Ωr . How-

ever, Ωm ∼ a−3 and Ωr ∼ a−4 , so eventually matter comes to dominate over

radiation. This occurs at the matter-radiation equality scale, aeq =
Ωr0
Ωm0

≈ 1

3400
.
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For the best-fit Planck values of the cosmological parameters, this corresponds to

around 5× 104 yr after the HBB. Even before aeq, a series of acoustic waves occur

in the density of the subdominant baryonic matter fluid, caused by the competition

between gravitational perturbations and radiative pressure from the photon field.

These waves are known as the baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO).

5. Matter domination: teq < t ≤ tDE ∼ 10Gyr . The energy density of the Universe

is dominated by non-relativistic matter during this epoch. Initially, although ra-

diation is subdominant after teq , the Universe is still too hot for neutral atoms to

form. Hence, there is an abundance of free electrons, causing continual Compton

scattering of photons which means their mean free path is very small. The baryon

acoustic oscillations also continue.

Once the temperature drops to around 0.3 eV , at a ∼ 1

1090
, electrons and protons

rapidly combine into neutral hydrogen. This is referred to as the process of recom-

bination. As there are no longer free electrons, the Universe becomes transparent to

radiation, with the mean free path of photons becoming essentially infinite. This is

the related process of decoupling. The scale factor at which it occurs is referred to

as the last scattering surface aLS. These photons are observed today as the Cosmic

Microwave Background (CMB), which has been mapped to extraordinary detail.

Fluctuations in the CMB temperature provide the initial conditions for gravita-

tional collapse. Moreover, the baryon acoustic oscilations end at decoupling. The

horizon associated with those sound waves leaves an observable signature in the

present-day matter distribution, the BAO scale.

After recombination and decoupling, the next several hundred Myr see dark matter

overdensities, seeded in the CMB, collapse into halos under the influence of gravity,

beginning the process of structure formation that leads to the observed cosmic web

of large-scale structure (LSS). Neutral baryonic matter falls into these potential

wells. In the strongest, most nonlinear, overdensities, baryonic matter collapses to

form the first stars.

6. Accelerating era: t > tDE . The expansion of the Universe goes from deceleration to

acceleration at tDE . In the ΛCDM model, this occurs at aDE =

(
Ωm0

ΩΛ0

)1/3

≈ 0.75 .

The accelerated expansion is driven by the appearance of Einstein’s cosmological

constant in the FLRW case (3.8) of the Raychaudhuri equation (2.31). In the

ΛCDM model, Λ will eventually come to dominate the cosmological energy content

entirely. Hence, the FLRW universe will tend towards an exponentially expanding

de Sitter space, as t −→ ∞ .
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Now, let us focus on the gravitational physics that produces the CMB anisotropies

and later the cosmic large scale structure. To do this, we will introduce the theory of

cosmological perturbations.

3.2 Perturbations in cosmology

The theory of relativistic cosmological perturbations is a very well-studied field. We will

provide an overview of some key elements of the linear theory, focusing especially on how

the standard coordinate approach to cosmological perturbations can be understood using

the covariant approaches introduced in Chapter 2. For a full discussion of cosmological

perturbation theory (CPT), we refer the reader to Refs. [52, 53, 55, 154–156].

We note that first-order perturbations are dominant on large scales. Second-order per-

turbations can usually be safely ignored when modelling large-scale phenomena such as

the cosmic microwave background, with the notable exception of studies of primordial

non-Gaussianity. Hence, we will not calculate any second-order quantities, because for

the contents of this thesis the linear theory is sufficient.

We assume that the spacetime metric is perturbatively close to some FLRW metric ḡab

on all the scales we are interested in, so that gab = ḡab + δgab , with |δgab| ≪ |ḡab| . For

a strict application of CPT, the first and second derivatives of δgab must also be small.

It is possible to write generalised versions of the CPT equations where δgab remains

small but its derivatives do not have to [157–160]. We will come back to this point in

Chapter 5, but for now we assume that the metric perturbations and their derivatives

are sufficiently small that only terms that are linear in δgab and its derivatives need be

retained.

The metric can be written in general as

ds2 = a2(τ)
[
− (1− 2ϕ) dτ2 + 2H̃i dτ dx

i +
(
γij + 2H̃ij

)
dxi dxj

]
, (3.12)

where γij is once again a maximally symmetric 3-metric, and we have used conformal time

τ rather than cosmic time t, as we we will do throughout this section. The perturbation

ϕ gives us the lapse function, N(τ, xi) = a(τ)
(
1− ϕ(τ, xi)

)
, and H̃i defines the shift

vector Ni = a2 H̃i . The perturbation H̃ij describes perturbations to the curvature of

constant-τ spatial sections7.

The metric perturbations H̃i and H̃ij are conveniently split according to the scalar-

vector-tensor (SVT) decomposition. As H̃i is a spatial 3-vector, and the Christoffel

7The tilde on H̃ij is to avoid confusion with the magnetic part Hab of the Weyl tensor, and on H̃i to
avoid confusion with the magnetic part Ha of the Faraday tensor.
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symbols associated with γij define a covariant derivative D̃i
8, it follows that H̃i can be

expressed without loss of generality as

H̃i = D̃iB +Bi , (3.13)

where D̃iB
i = γijD̃iBj = 0 . Note that if K = 0 (i.e. the FLRW background is spatially

flat), then γij = δij , and so D̃i is just ∂i , the partial derivative with respect to the

coordinates xi on the τ = cst. hypersurfaces9. Likewise, H̃ij is decomposed as

H̃ij = ψ γij + D̃iD̃jF + D̃(iFj) +
1

2
Fij , (3.14)

where D̃iF
i = γijFij = 0 , and D̃jFij = 0 .

3.2.1 The gauge problem

The ten degrees of freedom in the metric perturbation δgab are separated into the four

scalar degrees of freedom {ϕ, ψ,B, F}, four vector DOFs described by the two diver-

genceless vectors {Bi, Fi} (each containing two DOFs), and two tensor DOFs described

by the transverse trace-free tensor Fij . The scalar perturbations can be thought of

as generalisations of the Newtonian gravitational potential, the vector perturbations as

post-Newtonian frame-dragging terms, and the tensors as the + and × gravitational wave

polarisations. The dynamics of the perturbations are obtained by expanding Einstein’s

equations to linear order in the metric perturbations, and similarly in perturbations δTab

to the energy-momentum tensor, so that δGab = 8πGδTab . The scalar, vector and ten-

sor equations decouple in the linear theory, making the SVT decomposition very helpful.

Note that because of the freedom in choosing the lapse and the shift in the 3+1 decom-

position, the number of true physical degrees of freedom is not 10 but 6: two each in the

scalar, vector and tensor sectors.

There is a serious issue regarding the physical interpretation of δgab , because of the

non-covariant nature of the splitting of gab into ḡab and δgab . This is the gauge problem

in cosmological perturbation theory [52, 54]. In writing down δgab in a coordinate basis

(τ, xi), we are performing a map from the true spacetime manifold M to some fictitious

background manifold M̄ , on which our coordinates are defined. There is no unique

choice of M̄, so we could change to some other background M̄′, and then map points

in that manifold on to points in M . Hence, the same set of coordinates (τ, xi) would

now refer to a different point in the true spacetime M . The change in mapping from

8We have avoided using Di here, to prevent confusion introduced by the scale factor in front of the
induced metric.

9We offer the cautionary note that a non-zero Bi introduces vorticity which means that the τ = cst
spaces are not true hypersurfaces. However, this effect is small, so it is conventional to use the language
of the 1 + 3 and 3 + 1 decompositions interchangeably in CPT.
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Figure 3.2: The effect of an active gauge transformation χa . By changing the choice
of “background” manifold M̄ on to which the spacetime manifold M is mapped, χa

changes the spacetime point p to which the coordinate point xa refers.

M̄ −→ M to M̄′ −→ M is an active gauge transformation: we hold the coordinates

fixed, and consider the change in the points p ∈ M −→ p′ ∈ M under the action of the

gauge generators χa .

An active gauge transformation is depicted in Fig. 3.2. The map ∆ : M −→ M̄
maps points p on the spacetime manifold M on to coordinate points (in the comoving

coordinate chart of) xa on some background M̄. The metric is split as gab −→ ḡab+δgab .

The inverse map ∆−1 maps coordinate points xa on M̄ on to points p on M . The

alternative map ∆′ : M −→ M̄′ is such that gab −→ ḡ′ab + δg′ab . Consider the following

process. We first perform the map ∆(p) to xa on M̄ . We perform an active gauge

transformation M̄ −→ M̄′ , by a generator χa . This holds coordinate points fixed such

that xa on M̄ is mapped to xa on M̄′ . Finally, we map from xa on M̄′ back on to the

true spacetime M , using (∆′)−1 . This takes us to a point p′ ̸= p . Hence, the active

gauge transformation has changed the spacetime point to which the coordinates xa refer.

One can also study passive gauge transformations, in which the spacetime points p are

held fixed and the coordinates that label them change [161]. We will focus on the active

approach, as it will allow us to write down a set of gauge choices directly in terms of the

perturbations {ϕ, ψ,B, F,Bi, Fi, Fij} .
Under an active gauge transformation by a generator χa, a covariantly defined object

A, evaluated at some fixed coordinate location xa = (τ, xi), is transformed to A′ under

the exponential map, A −→ A′ = exp (Lχ)A. Writing A = Ā + δA, and linearising in

both δA and χa , one sees that Ā′ = Ā, and δA′ = δA + LχĀ . The gauge generator is
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a 4-vector like any other, so its components can be decomposed into two scalars and a

divergenceless vector: χa =
(
χ0, D̃iζ + ζi

)
, with D̃iζ

i = 0 .

Acting on the metric with exp (Lχ) gives the transformations of the metric perturbations,

ϕ −→ ϕ−Hχ0 − χ0′ ; ψ −→ ψ +Hχ0 ;

B −→ B + ζ ′ − χ0 ; F −→ F + ζ ;

Bi −→ Bi + ζ ′i ; Fi −→ Fi + ζi ;

Fij −→ Fij ,

from which we see that the gravitational wave sector Fij is gauge-independent. All other

metric perturbations are dependent on the choice of gauge, i.e on the fictitious back-

ground manifold with respect to which our coordinate grid is defined. However, we can

package the 6 physical degrees of freedom in δgab into gauge-invariant variables: two

gauge-invariant scalar perturbations, a gauge-invariant divergenceless vector perturba-

tion, and a gauge-invariant tensor perturbation,

Φ = ϕ+H
(
F ′ −B

)
+
(
F ′ −B

)′
, (3.15)

Ψ = ψ +H
(
F ′ −B

)
,

βi = Bi − F ′
i , and

Fij = Fij .

The scalars Φ and Ψ are the celebrated Bardeen potentials [54], and βi provides a gauge-

invariant definition of the frame-dragging potential [162, 163].

Hence, gauge-invariant results can be obtained in CPT by either (a) working exclusively

with gauge-invariant quantities or (b) fixing the gauge, by choosing which four of the

eight gauge-dependent DOFs in the metric to set to zero. This is similar, but not

identical, to fixing the lapse and shift in the 3 + 1-covariant formalism. Moreover, we

stress that this similarity is only true perturbatively. Gauge choice in the 3+1 formalism

means a choice of coordinate basis (t, xi), with respect to which the real spacetime M is

covariantly foliated into surfaces of constant t. Thus, a change of gauge in that context

means a passive transformation, with the coordinates themselves being changed. In

contrast, in perturbation theory it means a choice of the fictitious M̄, which is changed

by an active transformation, with the coordinate basis held fixed.

The perturbation δTab to the energy-momentum tensor is

δTab = (δρ+ δp) ūaūb + 2 (ρ̄+ p̄) ū(aδub) + p̄ δgab + δp ḡab + 2ū(aqb) + πab .

The momentum density and anisotropic stress are covariantly defined objects which
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vanish at the level of the background, so at first order they are gauge-independent, by

the Stewart-Walker lemma [95]. However, the density and pressure perturbations are

gauge dependent. Specifically, under the same gauge transformation as above,

δρ −→ δρ+ χ0ρ̄′ ; δp −→ δp+ χ0p̄′ .

The 4-velocity ua can be written in general as ua =

(
u0,

1

a
vi
)
, where we now have

some additional freedom, corresponding to the freedom in the choice of ua in the 1 + 3

decomposition. We can choose ua to track the matter field such that vi vanishes, in

which case the momentum density qa measured by observers with worldlines tangent to

ua will be non-zero in general. Alternatively, we can define ua such that qa vanishes,

in which case vi is non-zero and is considered a peculiar velocity. Adopting the latter

perspective, we can split vi into a scalar and divergenceless vector part, vi = D̃iv + vi ,

where D̃iv
i = 0 . These have the gauge transformation properties

v −→ v − ζ ′ ; vi −→ vi − ζ ′i .

Hence, we can identify gauge-invariant quantities associated with the matter perturba-

tions,

δρN = δρ− ρ̄′
(
F ′ −B

)
, δpN = δp− p̄′

(
F ′ −B

)
, vN = v + F ′ , vNi = vi + F ′

i .

The notation N here refers to the Newtonian gauge10, which is the gauge choice we will

make for all CPT calculations. It corresponds to the conditions B = F = Bi = Fi = 0 .

The metric perturbations are identically equal to the gauge-invariant perturbations in

Eq. (3.15), and the matter perturbations are equal to the gauge-invariants we just

defined. Changing notation slightly, we can write the line element as

ds2 = a2(τ)
[
− (1− 2Φ) dτ2 + 2Bi dτdx

i + {(1 + 2Ψ) + Fij} δijdxidxj
]
. (3.16)

where it should be noted that we have assumed that the background FLRW cosmology

is spatially flat, motivated by the tight observational bounds on ΩK , so that γij = δij .

This is also sometimes called the Poisson or longitudinal gauge. Some authors use the

phrase “Newtonian gauge” to refer only to the purely scalar version of the above, with

just the Φ and Ψ perturbations. As we only consider first-order perturbations in this

thesis, the scalar, vector and tensor terms are entirely decoupled from one another, so it

is possible to use the terms Newtonian and longitudinal gauge interchangeably.

10Note that πN
ij = πij trivially, due to its gauge independence.
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3.2.2 Cosmological perturbations in the Newtonian gauge

Let us now focus on the properties of linear cosmological perturbations in the Newtonian

gauge.

The components of the perturbed Einstein tensor are

δG 0
0 =

1

a2
[
−2∇2Ψ+ 6H

(
Ψ′ +HΦ

)]
, (3.17)

δG i
0 =

δij

a2

[
−2
(
Ψ′ +HΦ

)
,j
− 1

2
∇2Bj + 2

(
H2 −H′)Bj

]
, and

δG j
i = −2δ j

i

a2

[(
H2 + 2H′)Φ+HΦ′ + 2HΨ′ +Ψ′′ +

1

3
∇2 (Φ−Ψ)

]

+
δjk

a2
(Φ−Ψ),⟨ik⟩ −

δjk

a2
∂(i

[
B′
k) + 2HBk)

]

+
δjk

a2
(
F ′′
ik + 2HF ′

ik −∇2Fik
)
.

Here, we have written all the components with one index raised and one lowered, which

turns out to make calculations simpler. We have also replaced the spatially projected

derivatives D̃i with partial derivatives, as we are dealing with a spatially flat background.

Hence, the scalars Φ and Ψ satisfy

Ψ′ +HΦ = 4πG (ρ̄+ p̄) a2 v (3.18)

∇2Ψ = −4πGa2 (δρ+ 3 (ρ̄+ p̄)Hv) ,
1

3
∇2Φ+Ψ′′ + 2HΨ′ +HΦ′ +

(
H2 + 2H′)Φ = −4πGa2

3
[δρ− δp+ 3 (ρ̄+ p̄)Hv]

Φ−Ψ = 8πGa2Π ,

where Π is the scalar part of the anisotropic stress tensor, πij = Π,ij+Π(i,j)+Πij . These

equations explain the characterisation of this gauge as Newtonian: on scales much smaller

than the Hubble horizon, terms involving time derivatives can be neglected, and so Φ

and Ψ both satisfy equations very similar to the Poisson equation of Newtonian gravity.

Anisotropic stress is typically negligible at linear order, as it is primarily sourced by

neutrinos, which are very subdominant. Hence, we get Φ = Ψ . The equality of the two

Newtonian gauge potentials is generically broken in modified gravity theories, as we will

demonstrate in Chapter 5.

The vector perturbations satisfy

2
(
H′ −H2

)
Bi +

1

2
∇2Bi = 8πG (ρ̄+ p̄) a2 vi , (3.19)

B′
i + 2HBi = −8πGa2Πi ,
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showing that in the expected absence of a substantial anisotropic stress vector, vectors

Bi decay as the Universe expands.

Finally, the tensor perturbations satisfy

F ′′
ij + 2HF ′

ij −∇2Fij = 8πGa2Πij . (3.20)

As they describe the free propagation of gravitons, the tensor modes do not have a

constraint equation.

Let us now see how the CPT equations fit into a 1 + 3-covariant description of gravity.

This will be useful when we derive theory-agnostic versions of some of these equations

in Chapter 5. At the level of the background, there was a single canonical choice of

preferred timelike vector, ua =
1

a
δaτ . In the presence of perturbations, the normalisation

uau
a = −1 gives u0 =

1

a
(1 + Φ) . Suppose we still want ua to be orthogonal to constant-τ

hypersurfaces, such that ui = 0 . The kinematic variables associated with this congruence

are

Θ =
3

a

(
H+Ψ′ +HΦ

)
, σij = a

(
F ′
ij + 2HFij

)
, ωij = −aB[i,j] , u̇i = −Φ,i+HBi+B′

i .

Unless there are gravitational waves present, the Newtonian gauge describes a shear-free

congruence, and unless there are frame-dragging vector potentials present, that congru-

ence is irrotational. The electric and magnetic parts of the Weyl tensor are respectively

Eij = −1

2

[
(Φ + Ψ),⟨ij⟩ −B′

(i,j) + F ′′
ij +∇2Fij

]
,

Hij =
1

2
ηlk(i ∂

l
(
2F k

j)

′ − ∂j)B
k
)
.

Therefore, if we restrict ourselves purely to scalar perturbations, then the Weyl curvature

is purely electric. It turns out that this is also true at second order in perturbation theory

[73]. This 1 + 3 perspective highlights why the Newtonian gauge really is “Newtonian”,

since the entirely non-Newtonian gravity is contained in Hab [64–66]. On the other hand,

the combination Φ + Ψ enters into the electric part of the Weyl curvature, which we

recall from our study of the Sachs equations in Section 2.3.1 sources weak gravitational

lensing in the geometric optics approximation. As expected from the discussion of the

1 + 3 decomposition, gravitational waves Fij cause both the electric and magnetic Weyl

curvature to be non-zero.

The upshot of these calculations is that we could have got to the perturbation theory

equations in a covariant way [57], using the 1 + 3 equations of motion for the comoving

congruence ua we just defined:

• The Hamiltonian constraint (2.53) gives the ∇2Ψ equation.
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• The momentum constraint (2.34) gives the Ψ′ +HΦ and ∇2Bi equations.

• The Raychaudhuri equation (2.31) gives the equation for Ψ′′ .

• The shear evolution equation (2.32) produces the slip relation between Ψ and Φ .

• The equations of motion for the electric and magnetic parts of the Weyl curvature,

Eqs. (2.37-2.40), give rise to the evolution equations for Bi and Fij .

This gives us a set of retrospective justifications for the Newtonian gauge choice.

1. In the absence of vector and tensor perturbations, it provides a silent foliation

[60, 66] of the perturbed FLRW spacetime, because Hab vanishes at both first and

second order if we select ua =
1

a
(1 + Φ) δaτ and only consider the scalar perturba-

tions Φ and Ψ . This silent property is particularly advantageous for calculating

spatial averages [73, 164].

2. The scalar metric perturbations Φ and Ψ are gauge-invariant, so using them cir-

cumvents the problem of gauge ambiguities that is a serious issue for e.g. the

synchronous gauge [54, 165].

3. The equations of motion for the scalar perturbations are similar to the Newton-

Poisson equation, in the small-scale (aka. quasi-static [166, 167]) limit.

4. The Newtonian correspondence turns out to be rather deep, with significant conse-

quences for small-scale modelling. Unlike the vast majority of other standard CPT

gauge choices, the Netwonian gauge remains valid in the presence of nonlinear

density contrasts, so it can be safely extended into a post-Newtonian expansion

in the weak-field regime [56]. We will make use of this property in Chapter 4.

Its validity on small scales makes the Newtonian gauge well-suited to relativistic

N-body simulations [157, 168].

The set of CPT equations is completed by the contracted Bianchi identities, producing

the relativistic continuity and Euler equations. These are

δρ′ + 3H (δρ+ δp) + (ρ̄+ p̄)
(
3Ψ′ +∇2v

)
= 0 , (3.21)

v′ +Hv − 3c2sHv +
δp+∇2Π

ρ̄+ p̄
− Φ = 0 , (3.22)

(vi +Bi)
′ +H (vi +Bi)− 3c2sHvi +

∇2Πi
ρ̄+ p̄

= 0 . (3.23)

In the second and third equations, we have defined the sound speed c2s =
∂p

∂ρ
, in order

to evaluate p̄′ = −3c2sH (ρ̄+ p̄) . In the late Universe, we can specialise to cold dark
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matter with p̄ = 0 and c2s = 0 . The above equations tell us that pure vector velocity

perturbations decay with the vector metric perturbations. By contrast, density and

scalar velocity perturbations can grow, sourced by the potential Φ.

As an example, consider δm =
δρm
ρ̄m

, evaluated during the matter-dominated era that is

relevant for most structure formation. By combining the continuity, Raychaudhuri and

Euler equations and taking the small-scale limit so that the time derivatives of Ψ can be

neglected, one obtains [169]

δ′′m +Hδ′m − 3

2
Ωm(a)H2(a)δm = 0 , (3.24)

where during matter domination a ∼ τ2 so H =
2

τ
. This has a growing solution δm ∼ τ2,

demonstrating how structure forms in linear theory.

In reality, first-order CPT breaks down on small scales where δm becomes comparable to

unity. Then, one must use alternative techniques, in order to determine the behaviour

of δm . For larger but sub-unity δm, second-order perturbation theory can be used

[170]. However, for δm > 1, the entire premise of CPT no longer makes sense. Instead,

nonlinear Newtonian methods are usually employed, especially N-body simulations under

Newtonian gravity (see e.g. [171–175]).

This concludes our discussion of the theory of cosmological perturbations. We will next

introduce some key observables, that have provided evidence for the ΛCDM concordance

model.

3.3 Standard observations

The first key observational probe in cosmology that we wish to introduce is the cosmic

microwave background. We will focus in particular on its temperature anisotropies. The

second is the Hubble diagram, which is the relation between redshift and luminosity

distance for directly observed distant astrophysical sources. There are many other ob-

servations that are made in cosmology, such as surveys of the large scale structure of

galaxies, the baryon acoustic oscillations, and gravitational wave measurements. These

are rich sources of cosmological information, but we do not make calculations relating

to them in this thesis, so we will not discuss them here.

3.3.1 The cosmic microwave background

It is not much of an exaggeration to say that cosmology became a science when the cosmic

microwave background (CMB) was first observed [176], and a precision science when the

anisotropies in its temperature were first mapped by COBE in the 1990s [177, 178].

Since then, the CMB has been measured ever more precisely by first WMAP [179–181]
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and then Planck [118–120, 182]. The CMB is an extraordinarily uniform black body at

T̄ = 2.72548± 0.00057K [151], which is redshifted by a factor of zrecom = 1089.88± 0.22

[7] from its emission temperature. It contains fluctuations δT of order tens of µK , whose

statistics convey a wealth of information about the Universe, as do the statistics of its

polarisations and gravitational lensing [7, 156, 183]. Here, we will focus primarily on the

temperature anisotropies, and will very briefly discuss polarisations.

The CMB is a fundamentally two-dimensional observable: we observe at essentially

a single spacetime point, and as it has one redshift zrecom we do not have access to

any information in the radial direction (placing ourselves at the origin of a spherical

coordinate system). The temperature field can therefore be written as a single scalar

function of the polar coordinates θ and ϕ on our celestial sphere. It is convenient to

decompose this function as

δT (θ, ϕ)

T̄
=

∞∑

l=1

l∑

m=−l
almYlm(θ, ϕ) , (3.25)

where the spherical harmonic functions Ylm(θ, ϕ) form an orthonormal basis on the two-

sphere,
∫
S2 dθdϕ sin θ Y

∗
l′m′(θ, ϕ)Ylm(θ, ϕ) = δll′ δmm′ . We have removed the monopole

l = 0, as it refers by definition to the all-sky average T̄ .

The central object in the study of the CMB is the 2-point angular correlation function

of the temperature fluctuations. Given two observing directions ê1 and ê2, the angle

between them is defined cos θ = ê1·ê2 . Then, the 2-point correlator is

〈
δT

T̄
(ê1)

δT

T̄
(ê2)

〉
=

1

4π

∞∑

l=1

(2l + 1) Cl Pl(cos θ) , (3.26)

where Cl is the angular power spectrum (really CTTl ), defined such that
〈
a∗l′m′alm

〉
=

Clδll′δmm′ 11. It is often expressed in terms of Dl = (2π)−1 l (l+1) Cl , in order to remove

the scaling of the moments with the multipole value l .

As most inflationary models indicate that the CMB temperature should be very close

to a Gaussian random field, its 2-point correlation function, or equivalently the angular

power spectrum, is sufficient to describe all the statistical information contained in the

field, by Wick’s theorem [184]. Higher-point correlators can be studied to test for possible

deviations from Gaussianity [185–187], but they are not relevant for this thesis.

In addition to the temperature correlations, let us also briefly mention the polarisation

correlations present in the CMB. The polarisation signal has two irreducible parts: an

irrotational E part (rather like the electric field of classical electromagnetism, or indeed

the electric part of the Weyl tensor), and a divergenceless B part (rather like the magnetic

11In this expression, it has been assumed that δT is a Gaussian random field, so that ⟨alm⟩ = 0 .
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Fig. 1. Planck 2018 temperature power spectrum. At multipoles ` ≥ 30 we show the frequency-coadded temperature spectrum computed from
the Plik cross-half-mission likelihood, with foreground and other nuisance parameters fixed to a best fit assuming the base-ΛCDM cosmology.
In the multipole range 2 ≤ ` ≤ 29, we plot the power spectrum estimates from the Commander component-separation algorithm, computed over
86% of the sky. The base-ΛCDM theoretical spectrum best fit to the Planck TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing likelihoods is plotted in light blue in the
upper panel. Residuals with respect to this model are shown in the lower panel. The error bars show ±1σ diagonal uncertainties, including cosmic
variance (approximated as Gaussian) and not including uncertainties in the foreground model at ` ≥ 30. Note that the vertical scale changes at
` = 30, where the horizontal axis switches from logarithmic to linear.

computing the covariance matrices, assuming that foregrounds
are isotropic and Gaussian. This model underestimates the
contribution of Galactic dust to the covariances, since this com-
ponent is anisotropic on the sky. However, dust always makes
a very small contribution to the covariance matrices in the
CamSpec likelihood. Mak et al. (2017) describe a simple model
to account for the Galactic dust contributions to covariance
matrices.

It is important to emphasize that these changes to the 2018
CamSpec TT likelihood are largely cosmetic and have very lit-
tle impact on cosmological parameters. This can be assessed by
comparing the CamSpec TT results reported in this paper with
those in PCP15. The main changes in cosmological parameters
from the TT likelihood come from the tighter constraints on the
optical depth, τ, adopted in this paper.

In polarization, CamSpec uses a different methodology
to Plik. In temperature, there are a number of frequency-
dependent foregrounds at high multipoles that are described by
a physically motivated parametric model containing “nuisance”
parameters. These nuisance parameters are sampled, along with
cosmological parameters, during Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) exploration of the likelihood. The TT likelihood is
therefore a power-spectrum-based component-separation tool
and it is essential to retain cross-power spectra for each dis-
tinct frequency combination. For the Planck TE and EE spec-

tra, however, Galactic dust is by far the dominant foreground
contribution. At the multipoles and sensitivities accessible to
Planck, polarized point sources make a negligible contribution to
the foreground (as verified by ACTPol and SPTpol; Louis et al.
2017; Henning et al. 2018), so the only foreground that needs to
be subtracted is polarized Galactic dust emission. As described
in PCP15, we subtract polarized dust emission from each T E/ET
and EE spectrum using the 353 GHz half-mission maps. This
is done in an analogous way to the construction of 545 GHz-
cleaned temperature maps described in PCP15 and Appendix A.
Since the 353 GHz maps are noisy at high multipoles we use
the cleaned spectra at multipoles ≤300 and extrapolate the dust
model to higher multipoles by fitting power laws to the dust esti-
mates at lower multipoles.

The polarization spectra are then corrected for temperature-
to-polarization leakage and effective polarization efficiencies as
described below, assuming a fiducial theoretical power spec-
trum. The corrected T E/ET spectra and EE spectra for all half-
mission cross-spectra constructed from 100-, 143-, and 217 GHz
maps are then coadded to form a single T E spectrum and a sin-
gle EE spectrum for the CamSpec likelihood. The polarization
part of the CamSpec likelihood therefore contains no nuisance
parameters other than overall calibration factors cT E and cEE for
the T E and EE spectra. Since the CamSpec likelihood uses coad-
ded T E and EE spectra, we do not need to bin the spectra to form
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Fig. 2. Planck 2018 T E (top) and EE (bottom) power spectra. At multipoles ` ≥ 30 we show the coadded frequency spectra computed from the
Plik cross-half-mission likelihood with foreground and other nuisance parameters fixed to a best fit assuming the base-ΛCDM cosmology. In the
multipole range 2 ≤ ` ≤ 29, we plot the power spectra estimates from the SimAll likelihood (though only the EE spectrum is used in the baseline
parameter analysis at ` ≤ 29). The best-fit base-ΛCDM theoretical spectrum fit to the Planck TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing likelihood is plotted in
light blue in the upper panels. Residuals with respect to this model are shown in the lower panels. The error bars show Gaussian ±1σ diagonal
uncertainties including cosmic variance. Note that the vertical scale changes at ` = 30, where the horizontal axis switches from logarithmic to
linear.
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Figure 3.3: CMB temperature and E-mode polarisation angular power spectra, as
measured by the Planck satellite, with their 1σ confidence intervals. From Ref. [7].
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field, or the magnetic part of the Weyl tensor). Tensor perturbations produced in the

early Universe can source B-mode polarisations [188, 189], but these have not yet been

observed. However, the E-mode polarisation signal has been mapped [190], and its 2-

point correlation CEEl and cross-correlation with temperature fluctuations, CTEl , have

been measured much like CTTl [7, 30]. The 2018 Planck TT , TE and EE spectra are

displayed in Fig. 3.3. Note that the dipole moment (l = 1) has been removed. It is

around 100× larger than any of the l ≥ 2 multipoles. The exact physical interpretation

of the dipole is controversial [11]. For the remainder of this chapter, we will ignore it.

In order to understand the physics behind the TT , TE and EE spectra, which are

used for the analysis in Chapter 6, one need only consider the scalar metric and energy-

momentum perturbations. Most of the information comes from the TT spectrum, so it is

there that we will focus our attention. We will not provide a derivation of the terms that

contribute to CTTl , but will merely summarise some key results. For a full discussion,

see e.g. Refs [156, 184, 191]. The power spectrum at a given multipole is obtained by

integrating the source contribution to that multipole over all wavenumbers,

Cl =
2

π

∫
d ln k k3

〈
|S2
l (k)|

〉
. (3.27)

The source Sl(k) comes from several physical effects. Ignoring polarisation terms, which

are irrelevant for our purposes, it can be written as

Sl(k) = Sdensity
l (k) + SSW

l (k) + SDop
l (k) + SISW

l (k) , (3.28)

where

Sdensity
l (k) =

1

4

δρr(k, τrecom)

ρ̄r(τrecom)
jl (k (τ0 − τrecom)) , (3.29)

SSW
l (k) = −Φ(k, τrecom) jl (k (τ0 − τrecom)) , (3.30)

SDop
l (k) = vb(k, τrecom) j

′
l (k (τ0 − τrecom)) , and (3.31)

SISW
l (k) = −

∫ τ0

τrecom

dτ
(
Φ′(k, τ) + Ψ′(k, τ)

)
jl (k (τ0 − τ)) . (3.32)

Here jl(x) is the lth spherical Bessel function, j′l denotes a derivative of that function

with respect to its argument, and vb is the scalar part of the baryon 3-velocity, vib =

δij∂jvb+vib . Because the Sachs-Wolfe and photon density perturbation source functions

have the same coefficient jl(k(τ0− τrecom)), it is not possible to distinguish them in CTTl .

They are therefore usually thought of as being one single term, which is loosely referred

to as the “temperature/Sachs-Wolfe” term, or indeed just Sachs-Wolfe.

The contributions of each of the source functions, for a fiducial ΛCDM cosmology, are

shown in Fig. 3.4. Let us now explain each of these contributions in turn.
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Figure 3.4: Contributions of the Sachs-Wolfe (including the intrinsic photon density
perturbation), Doppler, and integrated Sachs-Wolfe source terms to CMB temperature
anisotropies, for a ΛCDM cosmology with its parameters set to the Planck 2018 best-
fit values. Lensing and polarisation effects have been ignored, and the ISW term is

separated out into its early-time and late-time parts.

First we have the Sachs-Wolfe term
δρr
4ρ̄r

− Φ =
1

4
δr − Φ . The intrinsic photon density

perturbation directly corresponds to a temperature perturbation, by the black-body

relation ρr ∼ T 4 . The perturbation Φ to the lapse function, N = a (1− Φ) , corresponds

to a gravitational time dilation, or equivalently gravitational redshift.

The behaviour of the Sachs-Wolfe term can be split into two regimes: perturbations

that were super-horizon at recombination, and perturbations that were sub-horizon.

Calculating the particle horizon rP at arecom, and dividing this by dA(arecom), one finds

that the causal sphere for CMB photons corresponds to an angular scale l ∼ 100 .

Hence, low-l multipoles, l ≲ 100, result from physics on super-horizon scales. On these

scales, it can be shown that during matter domination, Φ ≈ 3

8
δr [169, 184]. Assuming

that the initial conditions for the scalar perturbations are adiabatic [192], the perturba-

tion Φ is ultimately related to the gauge-invariant curvature perturbation R12 laid down

12See e.g. Ref. [52] for a precise definition of R .
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during inflation, Φ =
3

5
R . Therefore, on super-horizon scales we have [193]

CSW
l ≈ 2

25π

∫
d ln k k3

〈
|R2(k)|

〉
|jl (k(τ0 − τrecom)) |2 , (3.33)

where we have dropped the time dependence of R because it is conserved on super-

horizon scales. The term
〈
|R2(k)|

〉
is nothing but the power spectrum of inflationary

curvature perturbations. This is very nearly scale-invariant: PR(k) ∼ kns−1 , with ns =

0.9652 ± 0.0042 [7]. It follows from the properties of the spherical harmonic functions

jl that CSW
l ∼ 1

l (l + 1)
, i.e. DSW

l is approximately constant with l . In other words,

the ΛCDM model, with an inflationary paradigm for the initial curvature perturbations,

predicts a nearly flat DSW
l at low multipoles, referred to as the Sachs-Wolfe plateau (it

would be a genuinely flat plateau if ns were equal to unity). This is displayed by the red

curve in the left part of Fig. 3.4 . Fig. 3.3 shows that it is borne out in the observed

Planck spectrum.

The multipoles l ≳ 100 , which are governed by sub-horizon adiabatic perturbations,

behave rather differently. On sub-horizon scales, scalar perturbations are not frozen in

time, but rather undergo oscillations. These occur due to acoustic oscillations in the

photon-baryon fluid, which is tightly coupled by Thomson scattering. The Sachs-Wolfe

term on sub-horizon scales is found to obey [169, 194]

(
1

4
δr − Φ

)
(k, τLS) ≈

(
1

4
δr − Φ

)
(k, 0) cos (krs(aLS)) .

Here τ = 0 refers as usual to the end of the inflationary epoch. The scale rs(aLS) is the

horizon associated with the sound waves, evaluated at last scattering:

rs(a) =

∫ a

0

da cs(a)

a2H(a)
, where c2s(a) =

1

3

(
1− 3ρ̄b(a)

4ρ̄r(a)

)
. (3.34)

The form of its sub-horizon solution shows that there will be acoustic peaks in the Sachs-

Wolfe term for krs(aLS) = nπ , where n ∈ Z+ . In CTTl , the peaks show up at multipoles

lpeak =
π

θpeak
, with the first at the characteristic angular scale θ∗ =

rs(aLS)

dA(aLS)
. The

Planck experiment has measured seven such peaks [7]. The location of the first is tightly

constrained to be 100 θ∗ = 1.04110 ± 0.00031 . The acoustic peaks are the dominant

effect in the CMB TT power spectrum for l ≳ 100 .

An increase in the angular diameter distance to last scattering causes an decrease in θ∗ ,

shifting the locations of the acoustic peaks to the right. The only fundamental distance

scale available from the cosmological background is H−1
0 . Unsurprisingly, then, a lower

H0 increases dA(aLS), so H0 is negatively correlated with lpeak . The fact that H0 is the

key cosmological parameter in setting the locations of the acoustic peaks, by determining
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Figure 3.5: The effects of varying H0 and ωc on the Sachs-Wolfe contribution to the
CMB TT angular power spectrum, for a flat ΛCDM cosmology.

the angular diameter distance to the last scattering surface, will be important in Chapter

6. There, we will see that in some non-standard cosmological models (i.e. modifications

to gravity), another parameter competes with H0 in its effect on dA(aLS) and thus the

peak locations.

The heights of the acoustic peaks are primarily sensitive to the time interval13 that

elapses between matter-radiation equality and last scattering. As the latter is fixed by

the CMB monopole temperature, the peak heights are really determined by τeq . An

earlier matter-radiation equality time means that dark matter is becoming the dominant

component of Tab sooner. Acoustic oscillations in the photon-baryon fluid have less

time to drive acoustic anisotropies in the CMB, before dark matter takes over and

suppresses the oscillations. Thus, the acoustic peaks are smaller. This shows that

the dark matter density parameter ωc = Ωc0h
2 is negatively correlated with the peak

heights. By contrast, ωb = Ωb0h
2 is positively correlated with them, for the simple reason

that baryon acoustic oscillations are enhanced if there are more baryons present in the

Universe. In reality, however, ωb is tightly controlled by BBN abundances [195–197].

Therefore, it is mostly the free parameter ωc that one is free to vary in order to change

the peak heights.

The effects ofH0 and ωc on the Sachs-Wolfe term are displayed in Fig. 3.5, where we have

considered the effect of increasing each of those parameters by 50% from their Planck

2018 best-fit value, while holding all other ΛCDM cosmological parameters constant.

13For the argument here, it does not matter whether one considers conformal time τ or cosmic time t
as the time coordinate.
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The effect of varying H0 , shifting the locations in l of the acoustic peaks, is clearly

visible. Varying ωc also causes a slight horizontal shift, but its primary effect is to alter

the heights of the peaks, especially the first peak.

The final principal feature of the Sachs-Wolfe source function is the damping tail, where

CMB power is washed out on small angular scales, l ≳ ldamping ∼ 1600 , by diffusive Silk

damping [198]. This refers to the process where, on small scales, photons diffuse from hot

overdensities to cold underdensities, which reduces the size of density and temperature

perturbations [199]. Further details of diffusion damping are not relevant for this thesis.

Let us now move on to the Doppler source function, vb(k, τrecom) j
′
l (k (τ0 − τrecom)) .

It is so named because it arises precisely due to the Doppler shift in the energy of a

photon that is emitted from a patch of the photon-baryon fluid which has a special-

relativistic boost velocity vib = ∂ivb with respect to the CMB rest frame (the frame in

which the kinematic dipole vanishes). Like the Sachs-Wolfe term, it describes effects in

the recombination epoch, rather than integrated effects over cosmic history.

It follows that the physical effects driving the Doppler term are essentially the same

ones that drive the Sachs-Wolfe term, as the baryon velocity potential vb is sourced by

the lapse perturbation Φ through the relativistic Euler equation (3.22). However, the

baryon acoustic oscillations in vb are out of phase with the oscillations in δr and Φ. Under

the same approximation scheme on small scales, the solution for vb at last scattering is

[169, 194]

vb(k, τLS) ≈
√
3

(
1

4
δr − Φ

)
(k, 0) sin (krs(aLS)).

The out-of-phase nature of the acoustic oscillations in the Doppler term is demonstrated

by the green curve in Fig. 3.4.

Finally, consider the integrated Sachs-Wolfe (ISW) term (3.32). It describes the inte-

grated effect of photons being redshifted by evolving gravitational wells they encounter as

they travel through the Universe. For a typical, ΛCDM-like cosmology, the ISW term is

smaller than the Sachs-Wolfe and Doppler terms that arise directly from the recombina-

tion epoch. It only receives substantial contributions from super-horizon perturbations.

Those contributions are non-zero only when the Weyl potential ψW = Φ + Ψ14 has a

non-zero conformal time derivative. During matter domination in GR, the perturbations

Φ and Ψ are frozen in time, which means that there is no ISW effect at all for most of

cosmic history.

However, there are two contributions that survive. One is the early ISW term that

comes from just after recombination, when matter is dominant but there is still a non-

negligible contribution from radiation to the overall cosmic energy density. This means

14The Weyl potential is so named because ψW is precisely what enters into the Weyl tensor at linear
order in scalar perturbations in the Newtonian gauge.
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that the perturbations can evolve on super-horizon scales, which are then brought inside

the horizon as the Universe expands into the fully matter-dominated era. The early

ISW effect therefore arises in modes that are around, and just outside, the horizon at

recombination. As rP (arecom) corresponds to l ∼ 100, the early-time ISW is seen in l of

this order. This is displayed by the blue curve in Fig. 3.4.

The other contribution is the late ISW term, that arises after aDE , once dark energy

dominates over matter. Then, large-scale perturbations begin to evolve again. The late-

time ISW effect occurs, therefore, in multipoles that correspond to scales comparable

to rP at late times. The ΛCDM model thus predicts an ISW rise in DTT
l above the

Sachs-Wolfe plateau, at the lowest multipoles l ≲ 10 . This rise is shown on the very left

end of the magenta curve in Fig. 3.4. Because they are directly sensitive to the time

evolution of the scalar metric perturbations, both the early and late time ISW effects

have been suggested as ways to test both the ΛCDM paradigm [200] and gravity more

generally [201–203].

This concludes our discussion on the cosmic microwave background, for now. In Chapter

4, we will look again at the CMB observations, in order to discuss some of the anomalies

and tensions that have arisen in the data. These may point to a failure of the ΛCDM

model, or even the breakdown of the homogeneous and isotropic FLRW paradigm itself.

3.3.2 The Hubble diagram

Possibly the most basic observations one can perform in cosmology are measurements

of the fluxes F received from, and redshifts z of, distant astrophysical sources, such as

radio galaxies, supernovae and quasars. As discussed in Section 2.3.2, if the intrinsic

luminosities of a given set of sources are known, or at least can be estimated, then these

flux measurements allow one to calculate the luminosity distances dL to those sources.

Then, one can construct a relation dL(z) , or equivalently µ(z), where µ is the distance

modulus. This is the Hubble diagram.

Unlike the CMB, where observations of the temperature anisotropies require a vast

amount of forward modelling in order to produce CTTl , the construction of the Hubble

diagram is essentially independent of the underlying cosmological model. One simply

collects a set of data points (z, dL), and fits them to a curve. This curve then tells us

cosmological information directly, as it corresponds to a solution to the Sachs equations

(2.94-2.95). A Taylor series expansion of the Sachs equations at low redshift tells us that

at linear order in z, dL ≃ z

H
∥
0

≃ z

[(Θ/3) + σabeaeb] |obs
. Therefore, the monopole of the

linear Hubble diagram contains direct information about the local expansion of space.

In a general spacetime, the curve dL(z) depends on
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stand out visually due to their strong spectroscopic selection
function.

4.3. Constraints on Cosmological Parameters from Pantheon+
and SH0ES

Parameter constraints from the Pantheon+ SNe Ia and
SH0ES Cepheid host absolute distances are shown in Table 3
for flat ΛCDM, ΛCDM, flat wCDM, and flat w0waCDM.
Unless otherwise stated, constraints on cosmological para-
meters include both statistical and systematic uncertainties.

From the Pantheon+ SNe Ia, for a flat ΛCDM model, we find
ΩM= 0.334± 0.018. We note that SH0ES (R22) utilizes
Pantheon+ SNe at z< 0.8 to constrain the deceleration parameter

Figure 4. Top panel: the Pantheon+ “Hubble diagram” showing the distance modulus μ vs. redshift z. The 18 different surveys are each given different colors. Bottom
panel: the distance-modulus residuals relative to a best-fit cosmological model with binned data for reference (black points). Both the data errors and the binned data
errors include only statistical uncertainties. At z < 0.01, the sensitivity of peculiar velocities is very large, and the uncertainties shown reflect this uncertainty. The
dashed line is the predicted Hubble residual bias stemming from biased redshifts due to volumetric effects in the very nearby universe (assuming 250 km s−1

uncorrected velocity scatter).

Figure 5. Pantheon+ sample Hubble diagram residuals (teal) to the best-fit
cosmology (μ − μmodel) for the baseline analysis as a function of SALT2 c,
SALT2 x1, and host-galaxy stellar mass Må. Distances (μ) follow Equation (1)
and include α, β, δbias, and δhost corrections. Binned data are shown for
reference (black). No significant residual correlations are seen.

Figure 6. The systematic covariance matrix as defined in Equation (7). To
show the inherent structure, the data set is sorted by survey and within each
survey (colored boxes), by redshift. “CALIB” are the set of 81 SN light curves
in the SH0ES Cepheid-calibrator galaxies. The shading corresponds to the size
of the covariance in magnitudes.
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The Astrophysical Journal, 938:110 (24pp), 2022 October 20 Brout et al.

Figure 3.6: Hubble diagram µ(z) for the Pantheon+ catalogue of 1701 Type Ia su-
pernovae. The colours refer to the 18 different surveys that make up the catalogue.
The black curve is what would be obtained in a flat FLRW universe, with the Pan-

theon+/SH0ES best-fit flat wCDM cosmological parameters. From Ref. [8].

1. The time at which the observer is making measurements. More formally, this

means the leaf Σt of the foliation of the spacetime into constant-t surfaces, on

which the observer is placed.

2. The spatial location of the observer, within that leaf Σt .

3. The spatial direction ea in which they choose to observe.

However, in an FLRW cosmology, the Killing symmetries of the metric ensure that dL(z)

depends only on the observing time. At low redshift, it is given by

dL(z) =
z

H0
+

(1− q0)

2H0
z2 +O

(
z3
)
+ ... , (3.35)

where q0 is the deceleration parameter, q0 = −aä
ȧ2

∣∣∣
t0
. Higher order terms in the Tay-

lor series expansion in z contain additional information about the FLRW universe; for

example, the cubic term depends on the spatial curvature parameter K [204].
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In a ΛCDM cosmology, q0 =
1

2
Ωm0 − ΩΛ0 , which under the assumption of flatness

becomes q0 = −3

2

(
ΩΛ0 −

1

3

)
. Therefore, a negative deceleration parameter, corre-

sponding to cosmic acceleration, means that ΩΛ0 >
1

2
Ωm0 , and thus constitutes direct

evidence for dark energy, if one interprets the observed Hubble diagram in terms of

an exactly homogeneous and isotropic cosmology. It is precisely this measurement, in-

terpreted under that assumption, that led in the late 1990s to the acceptance of the

cosmological constant into the standard model [205]. In that flat ΛCDM model, the full

curve dL(z) can be calculated exactly:

dL(z) =
(1 + z)

H0

∫ z

0

dz̃√
ΩΛ0 +Ωm0 (1 + z̃)3 +Ωr0 (1 + z̃)4

, (3.36)

where we have included the radiation contribution for the sake of completeness, but it

is negligible for the redshift ranges, 0 < z ≲ 3 , over which the Hubble diagram is con-

structed. The most complete Hubble diagram to date is shown in Fig. 3.6. In the lower

panel, the observed distance modulus µ is compared to µmodel, the distance modulus

that one would find in an exact FLRW universe with the best-fit set of cosmological

parameters inferred from the survey15.

In reality, there are many observational challenges that must be met, in order to con-

struct the Hubble diagram over a sufficient range of redshifts. The most complete Hubble

diagram to date is obtained using the cosmic distance ladder. The ultimate aim is to

make use of the intrinsic luminosity of Type Ia supernovae. This luminosity is set very

roughly by the Chandrasekhar limit [110], which puts the maximum mass of a white

dwarf (WD) at around 1.4M⊙ (the exact value ofMChandrasekhar is sensitive to the chem-

ical composition of the WD). A Type Ia supernova is believed to occur when a WD,

accreting mass from a binary companion, grows beyond the Chandrasekhar mass and

thus explodes as it can no longer be supported by electron degeneracy pressure. The

absolute magnitude of such an event therefore does not change much across different

Type Ia supernovae [206]. Hence, although it is not quite correct to call SNEIa standard

candles [207], they are standardisable, as the details of their B-band light curves (the

observed flux in the B colour band as a function of time) allow the absolute magnitude,

or equivalently the intrinsic luminosity, of the events to be estimated [208, 209]. An

important property of these observations, that will be relevant in Chapter 8, is that the

absolute B-band magnitude MB of SNEIa cannot be accurately determined indepen-

dently of the cosmological parameters. Instead, it is a nuisance parameter, that is fit to

15In the figure, the baseline cosmological model that has been adopted is flat wCDM, rather than
flat ΛCDM. This refers to the equation of state w of dark energy, which is assumed to be a constant
throughout cosmic history but which is not assumed to be equal to −1, as it would be for Λ. The best-fit
equation of state is found to be w = −0.90 ± 0.14 .
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the data mB under the assumption of an FLRW cosmology:

µ = 5 log

(
dL
Mpc

)
+ 25 = mB −MB + other nuisance parameters . (3.37)

Hence, an overall shift in magnitudes is fundamentally unobservable. We can only mea-

sure magnitude differences, and so it is not inconceivable that the distance moduli of

Type Ia supernovae contain a theoretical systematic from incorrectly applying an FLRW

cosmological model, and thereby obtaining an incorrect estimate for MB or the other

nuisance parameters (whose details [208] we will not concern ourselves with here).

Type Ia supernovae are used to construct the Hubble diagram on redshift scales z ≳ 0.05

at which matter might be thought to be comoving with the Hubble flow (the fictitious

worldlines orthogonal to the homogeneous hypersurfaces of an FLRW metric). In order

to obtain accurate distance estimates on those scales, it is necessary to calibrate large-

scale observations using smaller-scale ones. This process of calibration is the cosmic

distance ladder. The most important step in the standard SH0ES calibration makes use

of Cepheid variable stars [109], although the tip of the red giant branch can also be

used as an independent calibrator, with slightly different implications for H0 estimation

[210–212].

The cosmic distance ladder, used to construct the Hubble diagram, is the basis of

late-time estimates of H0, most recently the SH0ES collaboration’s constraint H0 =

73.04 ± 1.04 km s−1Mpc−1 [213]. This is in tension, at around 5σ, with the Planck

ΛCDM estimate of 67.37 ± 0.54 km s−1Mpc−1 [7]. It is sometimes said that unlike the

Planck constraint, which, being obtained from the sound horizon at last scattering, is

intrinsically dependent on the assumption of a ΛCDM cosmology, the SH0ES estimate

is model-independent. This is probably a slight oversimplification, because the cali-

bration of the cosmic distance ladder requires cosmological parameters to be estimated

concurrently with the nuisance parameters associated with SNEIa, Cepheids and so on.

However, it remains the consensus that at present there is a substantial Hubble tension

in the ΛCDM concordance model, between indirect early-time and quasi-direct late-time

estimates of H0 , although some authors have questioned whether the extent of the dis-

crepancy truly constitutes a tension [212, 214]. As yet there is no clear indication of any

observational systematics in either the CMB or cosmic distance ladder measurements

that could reconcile the tension. This is considered by many to be the greatest crisis in

the field of cosmology at present, with no compelling theoretical explanation appearing

to resolve it [16]. It may be that the H0 tension, which we will explore further in the next

chapter, points to a fundamental failing in our understanding of physics in the Universe.



Chapter 4

Alternatives to the concordance

cosmology

Having introduced the ΛCDM concordance model, and the standard techniques used to

study it, we will now explain why the model may be incomplete. We will review some

underlying theoretical issues in the model, as well as some observational problems that

it faces at present.

We will then explore two ways that one might generically alter the standard model.

The first is by changing the laws of gravity itself, so that General Relativity might be

replaced by some modified theory of gravity. This requires the development of generalised

frameworks to test gravity. We will review the parameterised post-Newtonian (PPN)

formalism that is used to constrain deviations from GR on astrophysical scales. We will

also discuss some approaches that have been used on cosmological scales.

The second way of breaking the standard model that we will study is removing the as-

sumption of homogeneity and isotropy that underpins the FLRW paradigm. We will

introduce some anisotropic and inhomogeneous cosmological models that have been pro-

posed as alternatives to FLRW. Finally, we will discuss the fundamental problem of

averaging in curved spacetime, that it is necessary to understand if one wishes to build

an homogeneous description of the Universe on large scales explicitly. This will lead us

to the concept of cosmological backreaction.

4.1 Problems with the standard model

Despite the many successes of the ΛCDM cosmological model, there are several reasons

to think it may not be a complete description of our Universe. These can be split into

two broad camps: theoretical and observational problems. Let us outline them in turn.

95
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4.1.1 Theoretical issues

The cosmological constant problem is considered by many to be the most fundamental

in cosmology. This refers to the phenomenally small value of Einstein’s cosmological

constant Λ, when compared to a näıve expectation from quantum field theory (QFT).

Suppose that, in accordance with QFT principles, one interprets Λ in terms of the zero-

point energy density associated with the vacuum. Then one should sum all the way up to

a cut-off scale where the quantisation of spacetime becomes significant: the Planck scale.

It would then follow that ρΛ ∼M4
Planck . However, the observed value of Λ, although no

longer widely believed to be zero as it was previously, is around 120 orders of magnitude

smaller thanM4
Planck. This problem exists independently of the more recently discovered

problem of explaining the Universe’s accelerated expansion [117, 215]. It can thus be

thought of as the old cosmological constant problem.

The new cosmological constant problem, then, is the need to account for the accelerated

expansion of the Universe, that is inferred from the Hubble diagram of Type Ia super-

novae. Although Einstein’s cosmological constant evidently provides a phenomenologi-

cal explanation for the acceleration, the enormous discrepancy between ρΛ and M4
Planck

means that thinking of Λ on such simple terms might be problematic. Instead, it is

really safer to refer to the Λ component of ΛCDM just as dark energy (DE). That is,

it is some degree of freedom that appears to have phenomenologically indistinguishable

properties from Λ at the level of Einstein’s equations, but whose underlying physical

nature is unknown [216].

An enormous number of models of dark energy have been proposed to explain the ac-

celerated expansion, in order to circumvent the problems associated with identifying the

accelerating component with Λ . Of course, these are only solutions to the new cosmo-

logical constant problem. A solution to the full problem would require explaining not

only why these new fields cause the observed acceleration, but also how they explain the

old problem, of why the associated energy density is so extraordinarily small compared

to the QFT cut-off. Alternative models to Λ often attribute the accelerated expansion

to new fundamental fields in the Universe (particularly novel scalars; see e.g. [217–219]),

or deviations from GR in the laws of gravity [46, 220–222]. Some also suggest that it is

seen due to the effects of inhomogeneities [23, 164, 223–226], as we will discuss later in

this chapter.

According to the best Planck constraints [7], not only does around 69% of the Universe’s

present-day energy budget exist in the form of some unknown dark energy, but most of

the remaining 31% (around 26% of the total) is in the form of cold dark matter (DM1),

which is also unaccounted for in the standard model of particle physics. Whereas the

1Or CDM for cold dark matter
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phenomenological evidence for dark energy is purely cosmological, dark matter has ample

astrophysical evidence. It was originally proposed to explain the anomalous rotation

curves of galaxies [227, 228], and since then has also found astrophysical support from

the X-ray emission properties of galaxy clusters [229] and strong gravitational lensing

[230].

Like DE, the fundamental nature of DM is the subject of a great deal of research. A

plethora of DM models have been proposed (see e.g. [231] for a review). These include,

but are not limited to, weakly interacting massive particles (WIMPS) [232, 233], axions or

axion-like particles [234–236], wave/fuzzy/ultra-light dark matter [237–239], primordial

black holes [240–242], and Kaluza-Klein particles [243].

It has been suggested in some quarters that the apparent requirement for dark matter to

exist on astrophysical scales could be explained by a modification to gravity in the ultra-

low-acceleration Newtonian regime [244], a fundamentally phenomenological and non-

covariant proposal known as modified Newtonian dynamics (MOND) [245]. If correct,

MOND could do away entirely with the need for dark matter in galaxies [246]. General-

covariant relativistic theories that incorporate MOND have been developed [247–249],

although they are typically very complicated. In order to constitute valid theories of

gravity and dark matter they must also account for CDM-like behaviour in large-scale

structure and the cosmic microwave background. Some relativistic completions of MOND

indeed appear to be ruled out by cosmological datasets [250], although novel theories

of this kind have since been developed that may be compatible with both astrophysical

and cosmological observations [251, 252].

Another fundamental theoretical issue that is not addressed in the cosmological standard

model is the ultimate need for an ultraviolet (UV) completion of General Relativity -

in other words, a quantum theory of gravity. In most contexts, the UV incompleteness

of GR is rendered irrelevant by the characteristic energy scale being vastly smaller than

MPlanck . However, it is apparent that a classical description of gravity must break down

in the Planck epoch t ≲ 10−43 s, if not before. In order to probe physics at that very

early time, it is therefore necessary to develop candidates theories of quantum gravity.

Although we will not discuss the details of any such theories here, it is worth noting

some general features that they appear to display at lower energies (i.e. in the IR), that

may be relevant in cosmology or astrophysics.

1. There are typically higher-order effective field theory contributions from curvature

in the gravitational action, e.g. R2, RabcdR
abcd . These are suppressed by inverse

powers of MPlanck , so they are typically irrelevant at low curvature. They might

be important in spacetime regions of high curvature, for instance in the immedi-

ate vicinity of black holes, or in the early Universe; in fact, a strong candidate

inflationary model, Starobinsky inflation, is driven by an R2 action [253, 254].
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2. UV completions of gravity generically give rise to novel degrees of freedom in the

IR, particularly scalar fields. Scalars are interesting from the perspective of both

late and early time cosmology, because in the early Universe they can be studied

as candidates for the inflaton field, and in the late Universe they may provide

compelling models of dark energy that could replace Λ [216].

3. Many quantum gravity frameworks, most famously string theory, feature extra

spacetime dimensions beyond the four of GR. These extra dimensions are mostly

bundled into very small scales below the Planck length ∼ 10−35m . However, these

models can manifest themselves in the IR through 5-dimensional gravity theories,

in which our 4-dimensional brane is considered a hypersurface embedded in a 5-

dimensional bulk. Thus, there would be corrections to 4-dimensional GR, through

the gravitational effects of the bulk on our brane, that may be cosmologically ob-

servable. Theories of this kind have attracted considerable interest, particularly the

Dvali-Gabadadze-Porrati (DGP) [255], Kaluza-Klein [256] and Randall-Sundrum

[257] models.

These considerations have led many cosmologists to study classical theories of grav-

ity that incorporate higher-order curvature terms, novel degrees of freedom (especially

scalars) and higher spacetime dimensions, as testing grounds for some of the ideas that

may be important in the UV completion of gravity. We will discuss some such theories

in more detail later in this chapter.

Finally, let us consider the Copernican and cosmological principles. Even putting aside

the considerable challenge of verifying or falsifying them observationally, from a theo-

retical perspective it is not clear that an FLRW geometry should provide an accurate

description of our Universe. After all, we know that we live in a complex web of struc-

ture. Hence, the real Universe has no Killing vectors, not six. If we are to draw strong

conclusions about our Universe from FLRW solutions to Einstein’s equations, it is im-

portant to show that these conclusions are not overly dependent on idealised symmetry

properties, so that we can trust the cosmological “fitting” model we construct [258].

Some crucial insights were made in this regard by Hawking, whose used Penrose’s singu-

larity theorems in order to show that an early-time singularity is generic in relativistic

cosmology, under certain assumptions [259]. For the late Universe, though, the situation

is much more complicated, and there may be considerable insight to be gained from

studying spacetime models with a lower degree of symmetry than FLRW. The problem

of interpreting cosmological observations in terms of an essentially fictional homogeneous

and isotropic “background” spacetime is made more severe by the nonlinearity of Gen-

eral Relativity. A corollary of that nonlinearity is that there is no clean hierarchy of

scales in cosmology: we should not automatically expect that gravitational physics on
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large scales is not affected by gravitational physics on small scales [260]. Thus, some

cosmologists have conjectured that the evolution of the Universe on large scales might

be substantially affected by a phenomenon known as backreaction (see Ref. [23] for an

overview). We will introduce this concept in more detail at the end of the chapter.

4.1.2 Observational issues

Aside from the theoretical concerns that suggest that the ΛCDM concordance model is in-

complete, and merely a placeholder for a more fundamental description, there are several

observational tensions and anomalies that may point to the model breaking down. These

have mostly emerged over the last decade, as measurements of the cosmic microwave

background, large-scale structure and cosmic distance ladder sources have become suf-

ficiently precise to reveal statistically significant inconsistencies between datasets. For

the purposes of the discussion here, we will divide these observational problems into two

categories:

1. Tensions within the ΛCDM model itself.

2. Anomalous signals of anisotropy and inhomogeneity, that may be contradictory to

the FLRW paradigm.

Note that we have drawn a distinction between tensions and anomalies. By tensions, we

refer to contradictory inferences of the same parameter, separated by several standard

deviations, between two different types of observation. Those inferences are made within

the assumption of a certain cosmological model (typically spatially flat ΛCDM). By

anomalies, we mean observed phenomena that are different from expected in the standard

cosmology, but which are (a) less statistically significant than a tension and/or (b) direct

observations (e.g. of a very large correlated structure) rather than parameter values

inferred using a specific model.

Let us first deal with the ΛCDM tensions. The most famous is the Hubble tension [16],

in inferred values of H0. As discussed in the previous chapter, the Hubble constant is

one of the six fitting parameters {H0, ωc, ωb, As, ns, τreio} for the CMB anisotropies, in

the flat ΛCDM model. Thus, although it cannot be directly measured from early-time

observables, H0 can be inferred from the CMB, by assuming the concordance model and

adopting standard Bayesian inference techniques. This yields a best-fit H0 value from

the Planck data of 67.4±0.5 km s−1Mpc−1 . Another early-time, indirect, measurement

of H0 can be obtained using BAO data with a BBN prior [261]. This gives a similar

value, indicating a consistent, low, value of H0 from early-time probes.

In contrast, direct, late-time measurements of H0, obtained by constructing a Hubble

diagram from Type Ia supernovae and fitting it to dL =
z

H0
+ ... at low redshift, lead to a
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Figure 1. Compilation of Hubble Constant predictions and measurements taken from the re-
cent literature and presented or discussed at the meeting. Two independent predictions based on
early-Universe data (Planck Collaboration et al. 2018; Abbott et al. 2018) are shown at the top
left (more utilizing other CMB experiments have been presented with similar findings), while the
middle panel shows late Universe measurements. The bottom panel shows combinations of the
late-Universe measurements and lists the tension with the early-Universe predictions. We stress
that the three variants of the local distance ladder method (SHOES=Cepheids; CCHP=TRGB;
MIRAS) share some Ia calibrators and cannot be considered as statistically independent. Like-
wise the SBF method is calibrated based on Cepheids or TRGB and thus it cannot be considered
as fully independent of the local distance ladder method. Thus the “combining all” value should
be taken for illustration only, since its derivation neglects covariance between the data. The
three combinations based on Cepheids, TRGB, Miras are based on statistically independent
datasets and therefore the significance of their discrepancy with the early universe prediction is
correct - even though of course separating the probes gives up some precision. A fair summary is
that the difference is more than 4 σ, less than 6 σ, while robust to exclusion of any one method,
team or source. Figure courtesy of Vivien Bonvin.

Figure 4.1: Summary of the tension between early and late-time measurements of H0,
inferred assuming a flat ΛCDM cosmology. From Ref. [9], courtsey of Vivien Bonvin.

value ofH0 around 73±1 km s−1Mpc−1 . The exact value and error depends somewhat on

the calibration method used for the absolute SNEIa magnitude and nuisance parameters.

In particular, calibrating the supernovae using Cepheids yields a higher value of H0, that

is over 5σ in tension with Planck [213], whereas using the tip of the Red Giant branch

gives a lower value that is only around 4σ in tension [212], and measurements of this kind

from James Webb Space Telescope (JWST) data might conceivably give rise in the near

future to a Hubble diagram H0 that is consistent with the CMB [262]. However, other

late time observables also give high H0 values (although with rather larger confidence

intervals) [263–265]. Thus it appears, at this stage at least, that late-time measurements

point to a consistent picture for H0, at high values around 73 km s−1Mpc−1 . A summary

of the tension, grouped into early-time and late-time inferences, is displayed in Fig. 4.1.

As yet, no consensus has been reached as to how the H0 tension might be resolved. Many

proposed solutions that modify physics at late times appear in fact to make the tension

worse [16]. Some early-time mechanisms have been suggested as strong candidates to
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5356 A. Amon and G. Efstathiou 

MNRAS 516, 5355–5366 (2022) 

For Planck , we adopt the � CDM parameters reported in Efstathiou 
& Gratton ( 2021 ) (hereafter EG21 ): 

S 8 = 0 . 828 ± 0 . 016 , TTTEEE , (3a) 

S 8 = 0 . 829 ± 0 . 012 , TTTEEE + Plens , (3b) 

where TTTEEE denotes the high multipole likelihood constructed 
by combining the temperature power spectra (TT), temperature- 
polarization E-mode cross-spectra (TE), and polarization E-mode 
power spectra (EE). Each of these likelihoods is combined with 
low multipole ( � ≤ 29) TT and EE likelihoods described in Planck 
Collaboration VI ( 2020a ). ‘Plens’ in equation ( 3b ) denotes the 
addition of the Planck CMB lensing likelihood (Planck Collaboration 
VI 2020b ). 

The KiDS-1000 cosmic shear measurements of S 8 are about 
9 per cent lower than the Planck value of equation ( 3b ), suggesting 
a discrepancy at the ∼2.4 −2.7 σ level 4 depending on which of the 
KiDS-1000 and Planck measurements are used in the comparison. 
This is consistent with the conclusions of the KiDS team based on 
more complex tension metrics (Asgari et al. 2021 ; Heymans et al. 
2021 ). The DES Y3 measurements are about 7 per cent lower than 
the Planck value, suggesting a discrepancy at about the ∼2.3 −2.6 σ
level. 5 To simplify the analysis in this paper, we focus on the cosmic 
shear measurement since it is the dominant contribution in the 
3 × 2 pt S 8 constraint and therefore the driver of the S 8 tension. 

While neither of the lensing surv e ys taken in isolation offers 
decisi ve e vidence for a discrepancy with the Planck � CDM cos- 
mology, both surv e ys find lo w v alues of S 8 in agreement with earlier 
work. It therefore seems unlikely that the S 8 tension is simply a 
statistical fluctuation. Ho we ver, we note that it is nai ve to crudely 
combine the shear estimates in equations ( 1 ) and ( 2 ), as these analyses 
use different modelling frameworks, cosmological priors, angular 
ranges, and various other analysis choices such as to the modelling 
of intrinsic alignments (IA). 6 

In the last few years there have been significant advances in the 
calibration of the lensing data (see Asgari et al. 2020 ; Amon et al. 
2022b , and references therein). Impro v ed methods of calibrating 
photometric redshifts (Hildebrandt et al. 2021 ; Myles et al. 2021 ) 
show that errors in the redshift distributions of the source galaxies 
are unlikely to account for a ∼ 7 per cent − 9 per cent discrepancy 
in value of S 8 . It also seems implausible that systematic errors in 
the shear measurements could explain a discrepancy of this size 
(Mandelbaum et al. 2018 ; Kannawadi et al. 2019 ; MacCrann et al. 
2022 ). Similarly, the modelling of IA may affect the value of S 8 at the 
one or two per cent le vel (gi ven the small amplitudes of the alignment 
corrections found by KiDS and DES) but it seems unlikely that IA 

are responsible for a ∼ 7 per cent discrepancy. 
What is the most likely explanation of this S 8 tension? Does it re- 

quire a radical departure from the � CDM paradigm? We explore both 
of these questions in this paper. This paper is structured as follows. 
Section 2 discuss some preliminaries including comparisons with 
other types of data which serve as pointers towards an explanation. 

4 We quote �S 8 / 

√ 

( σ Planck 
S 8 

) 2 + ( σ lensing 
S 8 

) 2 . 
5 The DES team exclude Planck lensing when comparing their results with 
Planck . As can be seen from equations ( 3a )-( 3b ) adding Planck lensing 
reduces the error on S 8 , increasing the significance of the discrepancy with 
the DES Y3 results. 
6 A combined shear–shear analysis of DES Y3 and KiDS-1000, including a 
detailed analysis of the differences in methodology and analysis choices, is 
currently in preparation by the KiDS and DES collaborations. 

Figure 1. 68 per cent and 95 per cent constraints in the S 8 − �m 

plane 
for various data. The blue and navy (dashed) show the constraints from 

the KiDS ξ± and COSEBI statistics as analysed by KiDS21 , while the red 
shows that from the DES Y3 � CDM optimized ξ± analysis. The yellow and 
grey contours show constraints from Planck TTTEEE with and without the 
addition of the Planck CMB lensing likelihood (Plens). The peach contours 
labelled EFTofLSS represent constraints from the BOSS power spectrum 

and bispectrum ef fecti ve field theory analysis of D’Amico et al. ( 2022 ). The 
magenta contours show constraints from redshift space distortions (RSD) 
combined with BAO and SN measurements as described in the text. The green 
contours show the constraint from the Planck lensing likelihood combined 
with BAO together with conserv ati ve priors on the acoustic peak location 
parameter θMC and other cosmological parameters (Planck Collaboration VI 
2020b ). 

The main results of this paper are contained in Section 3 , which 
explores the sensitivity of weak lensing results to the modelling 
of the matter power spectrum on non-linear scales. We discuss 
the implications of our findings in Section 4 and summarize our 
conclusions in Section 5 . 

2  PRELI MI NARI ES  

2.1 The S 8 tension 

In this paper, we focus e xclusiv ely on the KiDS-1000 shear–shear 
results, adopting their fiducial analysis pipeline and modelling 
choices. 7 Fig. 1 shows the KiDS21 constraints in the S 8 - �m 

plane 
from the publicly released MCMC chains. 8 Asgari et al. ( 2021 ) 
present results for three two-point statistics: the usual shear two- 
point correlation functions ξ±, COSEBIs (which KiDS21 adopt as 
their default for parameter analysis) and angular power spectra. The 
COSEBIs and power spectra are estimated by integrating over the 
correlation functions, thus any model that fits ξ± over the full angular 
range probed by KiDS should be consistent with the COSEBIs and 
power spectra. Fig. 1 also shows constraints from Planck . The red 
contours show the constraints from the DES Y3 shear–shear analysis 

7 KiDS Cosmology Analysis Pipeline: ht tps://github.com/K iDS-WL/kcap 
8 http:// kids.strw.leidenuniv.nl/ sciencedata.php 
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Figure 4.2: Summary of the tension between early and late-time measurements of S8 ,
inferred assuming a flat ΛCDM cosmology. From Ref. [10].

resolve the tension, most notably early dark energy [266], although this is hotly debated

[267, 268]. However, the fundamental physical motivation for these mechanisms is often

unclear. Of course, it may be that H0 itself should not be regarded as a single parameter,

but rather a function of observing direction on the sky [67, 101, 103, 104, 269, 270], if

we live in a Universe that cannot appropriately be described by an FLRW model at the

percent level of precision that is relevant for present and upcoming observations.

Another notable tension in the concordance cosmology has emerged over the last few

years in the inferred value of σ8, the clustering amplitude
√
⟨δkδk⟩ of matter on scales

k−1 = 8h−1Mpc . This is also sometimes expressed in terms of S8 = σ8

√
Ωm0

0.3
. Like

the H0 tension, the σ8 tension arises between late-time measurements, in this case using

weak lensing [15, 271], and indirect inferences that are obtained by forward-modelling

from cosmic microwave background constraints [272].

The tension is weaker than in H0, at around 2.5σ . Specifically, the best-fit values for S8

from cosmic shear are 0.759+0.024
−0.021 from KiDS-1000 [271] and 0.772+0.018

−0.017 from DES [15],

whereas the Planck TT , TE and EE data predict S8 = 0.828 ± 0.016 [272]. However,

the relative paucity of observational systematics in weak lensing [15] means that the

clustering amplitude discrepancy is considered by many cosmologists to be likely to

evolve into a statistically significant, robust tension. Moreover, it is often the case that

models that alleviate the H0 tension worsen the σ8 tension, and vice versa [268, 273–

275]. This potentially spells further trouble for the entire paradigm itself: it is not easy

to solve the observational problems with simple extensions of the concordance model. If
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FIG. 1: Directions of anisotropy in the Universe in the Galactic (l, b) coordinates with the galactic center
in the middle, as inferred from Table I. Directions from the literature are shown with different markers or

ellipses (data points and their 1σ uncertainties) with text labels.

mean that the inferred dipole is consistent within 3σ with observations that claim an excess, such as, for
example, [113].7 Separately, the Baldwin-Ellis methodology has been questioned [137–139]. These points
aside, it is worth bearing in mind that these observations, along with [90, 91], are serious claims that could
potentially upend modern cosmology, but the results are preliminary. It is imperative to repeat these tests
with upcoming facilities, including the LOw Frequency ARray (LOFAR) two-meter sky survey [140] and
the Square Kilometer Array Observatory (SKAO) [126, 141] (see also [142]), in a bid to either confirm or
refute existing results.

Nevertheless, now that some groups are reporting an excess in the radio galaxy or quasar (QSO) dipole
with respect to CMB expectations [111, 113, 127], one is free to take the claim at face value and ask,
whether it is confirmed or refuted by results at different redshifts? Are there synergies that make this claim
more credible? To begin, any excess in the cosmic dipole appears to sit well with CMB anomalies [68–
74, 76, 79, 116, 143, 144] that are also tracking the CMB dipole direction. Moreover, at the other end of
the Universe, it is well documented that there is a coherent bulk flow towards the Shapley supercluster8

[146], which is in the rough direction of the CMB dipole. Earlier, this phenomenon was referred to as
Virgo Alignment Puzzle, when preferred directions seen in different astronomical surveys spanning the
electromagnetic spectrum were found to be well aligned when studied in a consolidated manner, perhaps for
the first time [75]. Such a bulk flow has implications for local H0 inferences, and in line with expectations9,
it has been observationally confirmed in the aftermath of the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) key project
[151] that H0 varies across the sky in the local Universe [152, 153]. This simply underscores the difficulty
in determining H0 through the distance ladder [47, 53–60]. We thus need to test whether this flow is
consistent with the expectations of the flat ΛCDM model [154–157], especially given that the most recent
study suggests the flow may be larger than expected [158]. Clearly, this line of inquiry should be extended
to z ∼ 0.1, where there is already an intriguing observation [110, 159]. Here, it is worth emphasising
that variations in the Hubble flow or H0 are allowed at low redshifts, but as the redshifts increase, such

7 As explained in the appendix of [130], the analysis combines two catalogues, at least one of which appears to be inconsistent
with the kinematic interpretation of the CMB dipole.

8 However, observations from the Nearby Supernova Factory find no evidence for a backside infall behind the Shapley Supercluster
[145].

9 See for example discussion in [147–150].

Figure 4.3: Visualisation of various dipoles, bulk flows and other anisotropic anoma-
lies, as a Mollweide projection in galactic coordinates. From Ref. [11].

observational systematics are not to save ΛCDM, then a more drastic alteration to our

understanding may be required.

Let us now move on to a rather different set of observational problems, that are not

concerned with tensions within the standard model. Instead, they are a collection of

anomalies that are difficult to reconcile with the cosmological principle. Although many

of these have individually low statistical significance, and may yet all be explained by

systematics, taken together they give reason at least to consider alternatives to the

FLRW geometry.

The most prominent such anomaly is found in measurements of the cosmic dipole, to the

extent that some cosmologists have argued that it ought to be considered a tension on the

same level as H0 and σ8 [121, 122, 276], although others have pointed out theoretical

systematics that might plague the interpretation of the dipole anomaly as a genuine

tension [123, 277]. We will not argue for either position here. Instead, we will just

provide a brief description of the current state of play.

The dipole anomaly refers to a discrepancy in the inferred magnitudes of the Sun’s

kinematic 3-velocity with respect to the supposed cosmic rest frame. This rest frame

refers to the supposed comoving 4-velocity ua which all matter and radiation fields

should have on large scales, in an FLRW geometry, as per the discussion in the previous

chapter. It follows from the FLRW assumption that the dipole that is seen in any large-

scale observable, whether that is the CMB temperature2, the galaxy distribution, or

the value of cosmological parameters such as H0 or q0 that are inferred from Hubble

diagram observations, should be entirely attributed to a Doppler effect. That Doppler

effect arises due to the non-relativistic 3-velocity va of the Solar System with respect

to ua (i.e. uaSS = γ (ua + va) ≈ ua + va ). All observations, then, should produce the

2Apart from the expected dipole O(10−5) from fluctuations in the early Universe.
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same magnitude and direction of va . It turns out that they do roughly agree on the

direction of the dipole, as shown in Fig. 4.3. The discrepancy arises between the value

obtained from the CMB dipole CTT1 , and the value obtained from the observed dipole

in the number counts of astrophysical sources (primarily quasars, radio galaxies and

SNEIa). Observations of the cosmic microwave background [182] suggest that

v = 369.82± 0.11 km s−1 , in the direction (l, b) = (264◦, 48◦) ,

with respect to the CMB rest frame.

For number counts, the dipole that one would expect if its origin were purely due to our

kinematic motion was derived in a seminal paper by Ellis & Baldwin [278]. They showed

that for a survey of sources (which are assumed to be distributed isotropically in their

rest frame) with a spectral index α and a magnification bias x, the kinematic dipole in

the observed number count would be

Dkinematic = [2 + x (1 + α)] v , (4.1)

pointing in the direction of va . Here, we have defined Dkinematic as the deviation in

the observed number count N per unit solid angle (integrated over all source comoving

distances), compared to what would be expected in the source rest frame, i.e.

Dkinematic cos θ =

(
dN
dΩ

)
obs

−
(
dN
dΩ

)
source(

dN
dΩ

)
source

,

where θ is the angle between the observing direction ê and the observer’s direction of

motion v̂ with respect to the source frame, such that cos θ = ê·v̂ [123, 278].

Hence, a sufficiently precise measurement of the dipole in astrophysical number counts

(assuming the sources are distributed in an homogeneous and isotropic fashion in the

Universe) provides a way of measuring our kinematic motion, with respect to the average

rest frame of matter fields. If the cosmological principle holds, then both the CMB and

number count dipoles should correspond entirely to the same kinematic peculiar velocity,

with respect to the same rest frame, the canonical congruence of the FLRW geometry.

That is, they must agree on both the magnitude and direction of va . Most estimates to

date of the matter dipole, particularly quasars [121], report roughly the same direction as

the CMB. However, the inferred magnitude of the dipole is anomalously high. Applying

the Ellis-Baldwin formula would suggest that D ≈ 0.007 . However, Secrest et al. [121],

using the CATWISE catalogue of around 1.36 million quasars, find D ≈ 0.01554 , i.e.

over twice as large as predicted from the CMB. With their reported confidence intervals,

this constitutes a tension at around 4.9σ compared to Planck.
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The anomalous dipole measurement is supported by some other anomalies that indicate

anisotropy in the Universe pointing in the same direction as the CMB and quasar dipoles

[11], as per Fig. 4.3, but with a larger magnitude. Galaxy clustering observations have

been claimed to indicate a dipole that is around 5σ above the Ellis-Baldwin expectation

[279], and there also appears to be a larger-than-expected dipole in the distribution

of SNEIa sources [280, 281], as well as possible directional dependence of cosmological

parameters [282]. Taken together, these measurements may give reason to believe that

interpreting the cosmic dipole purely in terms of our kinematic motion is erroneous.

Instead, one could conclude that there is an intrinsic dipole arising from large-scale

anisotropy in the Universe itself. Then, there is no need for the magnitudes of the

matter and CMB dipoles to be consistent.

Finally, let us briefly mention some curious signals that are found in cosmological

datasets, and which are not easily explained in an homogeneous and isotropic Universe

with ΛCDM energy-momentum content. There are several anomalous features of the cos-

mic microwave background, especially at low multipoles l [283, 284]3. These include the

parity asymmetry [287, 288], referring to an apparent excess of power in odd multipoles

compared to even ones, the hemispherical power asymmetry [289, 290], the apparent alig-

ment of the CMB quadrupole and octupole [291], and the overall suppression of power

on large angular scales compared to the ΛCDM expectation [283, 292].

In the late Universe, there are some notable observations that are anomalous with re-

spect to the FLRW paradigm. As discussed in the previous chapter, it is assumed that

above some homogeneity scale Lhom there ought to be no inhomogeneous structures.

Observations of coherent bulk flows of matter on scales of hundreds of Mpc [293–295],

and even larger ultra-large correlated structures [143, 296–298] of claimed sizes up to

∼ 2000− 3000Mpc , place doubt on the existence of an homogeneity scale that is much

smaller than the present day Hubble-horizon at ∼ 3000h−1Mpc . These claimed obser-

vations are controversial, and we do not wish to comment on their veracity. However,

as cosmological LSS surveys become ever more precise [13, 299], it may be that at least

some of these anomalies are supported to high enough significance to constitute a genuine

cosmological tension, like the H0 tension in the ΛCDM model. Then, an homogeneous

and isotropic model for our Universe on large-scales may no longer suffice, and it will

be necessary to use anisotropic and/or inhomogeneous models to accurately predict ob-

servables.

Now that we have discussed a variety of theoretical and observational problems that

indicate that the concordance model may be an incomplete description of our Universe,

3Note that issues of cosmic variance [285] and galactic masking [286] make the error bars on DTT
l at

low l larger than they are on small angular scales, so conclusions made using low-l phenomena should
be taken with a pinch of salt.
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let us now introduce some key approaches that have been taken to replacing it. This

will be the focus of the remainder of the present chapter. The three central tenets

of the concordance model are (a) General Relativity as the theory of gravity (b) the

FLRWmetric (plus small perturbations) as the geometrical model and (c) ΛCDM energy-

momentum content that sources the evolution of the FLRW spacetime according to

Einstein’s equations. Therefore, we will divide the alternative models into two generic

classes: alternatives to General Relativity, and alternatives to the homogeneous and

isotropic cosmology. There is of course also a third class, where the GR and FLRW

tenets are retained but novel fields are introduced into Tab . We will not focus on these in

this thesis, although certain models we will come across in our discussion will essentially

fall into the third camp.

4.2 Alternatives to General Relativity

Theories of gravity that modify or extend Einstein’s theory of General Relativity have

existed almost as long as GR itself, such as the Kaluza-Klein theory first introduced in

the 1920s [256]. In the field of cosmology, they originally attracted interest in the 1950s

and 1960s [300], due to the idea, first proposed by Dirac, that the value of Newton’s

constant could have evolved through cosmic time [301]. Later, considerations of UV

completions of gravity, as well as simply the availability of astrophysical tests of gravity,

led to a plethora of modified theories of gravity being proposed, as well as generalised

frameworks that could be used to compare their predictions. Most recently, the observed

accelerated expansion of the Universe has led cosmologists to seek out gravitational

theories that could account for that acceleration without recourse to a mysterious dark

energy field such as Λ .

4.2.1 Modified theories of gravity

In this section, we will discuss some specific modified theories of gravity of particular

interest. The landscape of modified gravity (MG) theories is vast, with an enormous

number of different theories having been proposed, as visualised in Fig. 4.4.

In order to understand how one can build alternatives to GR, it is useful to return to

Lovelock’s theorem [47–49], which we first introduced in Chapter 2. It told us that GR

is the unique metric theory of gravity one can construct in four spacetime dimensions

that is local and second-order, and contains no novel gravitational degrees of freedom.

We will not consider non-metric theories, as they violate the WEP, so in order to obtain

a distinct theory we must either introduce non-locality, more spacetime dimensions, new

fields, or derivatives of gab beyond second order. For an overview of MG theories and

their application to cosmology, we refer the reader to Ref. [46].
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Figure 4.4: Visualisation of the landscape of modified theories of gravity, organised
by the ways in which they break the assumptions of Lovelock’s theorem. Courtesy of

Tessa Baker.

The oldest, and most well-studied, MG theories are scalar-tensor theories, that introduce

a novel scalar field ϕ that is non-minimally coupled to the metric gab
4. By the EEP,

the scalar ϕ is not coupled to matter fields, but affects them indirectly, by sourcing the

dynamics of the metric, whose geodesics determine the motion of particles. The most

general set of second-order theories of this kind is the Horndeski class [303]. The full

Horndeski action is [304]

SHorndeski =

∫
d4x

√−g [K (ϕ,X) + L3 + L4 + L5] , where (4.2)

L3 = −G3 (ϕ,X)□ϕ ,

L4 = G4 (ϕ,X)R+G4X (ϕ,X)
[
(□ϕ)2 −∇a∇bϕ∇a∇bϕ

]
, and

L5 = G5 (ϕ,X)Gab∇a∇bϕ

−1

6
G5X (ϕ,X)

[
(□ϕ)3 − 3∇a∇bϕ∇a∇bϕ□ϕ+ 2∇a∇bϕ∇c∇aϕ∇c∇bϕ

]
.

Here X = −1
2∇aϕ∇aϕ is the canonical kinetic term associated with the scalar field,

□ = ∇a∇a is the covariant d’Alembertian operator, and K, L3, L4 and L5 are arbitrary

functions of their arguments. The notation FX denotes
dF

dX
. Note that we are working

4There exist scalar field theories in which ϕ is minimally coupled, such as the quintessence theories
[302], that are sometimes also referred to as modified gravity theories. However, these do not affect the
coupling strength of matter to the metric, so we will refer to such models as scalar field models of dark
energy, not scalar-tensor theories of gravity.
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in the so-called Jordan frame5, in which the matter action Smatter ≡ Smatter (ψ, gab) ,

for some collection of matter fields ψ; i.e. the matter action is independent of ϕ. An

alternative formulation of scalar-tensor theories is provided by the Einstein frame, in

which the scalar field is minimally coupled to the Ricci scalar associated with the metric

g̃ab , but Smatter ≡ Smatter (ψ, g̃ab, ϕ) is dependent on ϕ . This means that particles do

not follow geodesics of g̃ab , which is related to the Jordan frame metric gab through a

conformal transformation.

The Horndeski action is very phenomenologically rich, containing several special cases of

physical interest. Cosmologists are often interested in scalar-tensor theories that contain

screening mechanisms [18–20, 22]. These are phenomena whereby the nonlinear terms in

L3 and L4 produce self-coupling of the scalar field that suppresses its effects in certain

spacetime regions, such as regions of high energy density and/or spacetime curvature,

or simply on length scales that are small compared to some characteristic Yukawa scale.

The advantage of screened scalar-tensor theories is that on cosmological scales, the scalar

field has non-trivial dynamics, and can affect the large-scale expansion (for example

driving acceleration under certain conditions), but in the astrophysical regime, screening

mechanisms kick in and force the theory essentially to revert to GR. This allows the

theory to evade tight Solar System constraints on deviations from General Relativity.

Measurements of the propagation speed cT of gravitational radiation, from the gravita-

tional wave event GW170817 and its electromagnetic counterpart GRB170817A [305],

tightly constrain cT to be equal to unity to within 1 part in 1015 . If one is interested in

modifications to GR in the strong-field regime, then this does not particularly restrict

the allowed space in the Horndeski class [306]. Suppose, however, that one wishes to

consider scalar-tensor theories that are phenomenologically distinct from GR in late-time

cosmology and in the weak-field regime. Then, the cT = 1 requirement restricts the class

substantially [307], by removing L5, and requiring that the part of the action proportional

to G4X must vanish, such that L4 −→ G4(ϕ)R . The canonical scalar-tensor theory is

then obtained by setting the self-interaction function G3 to zero. Finally, one may rede-

fine the field so that G4(ϕ) =
ϕ

16πG
, and set the kinetic term K(ϕ,X) = − ω(ϕ)

16πG

2X

ϕ
,

where ω(ϕ) is some arbitrary coupling function of the scalar field alone6 This produces

5The terminology “frame” here is somewhat misleading, because it does not refer to a frame of
reference in the standard relativistic sense. It means instead a choice of definition of the metric, where
the possible field definitions are related by conformal transformations. Nonetheless, we will adapt the
use of “frame” to refer to the two standard field definitions, in accordance with the standard practice in
the literature.

6The factor of ω(ϕ)/ϕ in the kinetic term, rather than just using the canonical kinetic term X , is a
result of us working in the Jordan frame. If we were to work in the Einstein frame, then the kinetic term
would be canonical.
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the well-known Bergmann-Wagoner scalar-tensor action [308, 309]

SST =
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√−g
[
ϕR− ω(ϕ)

ϕ
∇aϕ∇aϕ− 2Λ(ϕ)

]
, (4.3)

where Λ is like ω an arbitrary function of ϕ . Throughout the remainder of this thesis,

we will only consider scalar-tensor theories of the form SST . Varying the full action,

including Smatter, with respect to the metric gives the equivalent of Einstein’s equations,

Gab +

[
□ϕ+

ω

2ϕ
∇cϕ∇cϕ+ Λ

]
gab
ϕ

− 1

ϕ
∇a∇bϕ− ω

ϕ2
∇aϕ∇bϕ =

8πG

ϕ
Tab , (4.4)

Varying SST with respect to ϕ gives a Klein-Gordon equation for the scalar field, as

Smatter is independent of ϕ :

□ϕ+
1

2ω

(
dω

dϕ
− ω

ϕ

)
∇aϕ∇aϕ− ϕ

ω

dΛ

dϕ
+

ϕ

2ω
R = 0 . (4.5)

We will explore cosmological solutions to these equations in detail in Chapter 5. In the

limit ω(ϕ) −→ ∞ and Λ(ϕ) −→ Λ = cst. , they are simply Einstein’s equations with a

cosmological constant, as ω −→ ∞ makes the Klein-Gordon equation (4.5) trivial.

The simplest novel case is the Brans-Dicke theory [300], which is defined by Λ = 0 and

ω(ϕ) −→ ω = cst. . The coupling parameter ω of the Brans-Dicke theory is very tightly

constrained by Cassini observations [310] of the Shapiro time delay [311] in the Solar

System. These give ω ≳ 4 × 104 [46], essentially rendering the Brans-Dicke theory

phenomenologically indistinct from GR. However, as arguably the simplest MG theory,

the Brans-Dicke theory retains considerable interest. It is an excellent testing ground

for many of the conceptual challenges that cosmologists are interested in when studying

deviations from General Relativity.

Another type of gravity theory containing new degrees of freedom is the vector-tensor

class of theories, where in addition to the metric one has a timelike vector field Aa . These

theories are less well-explored than scalar-tensor theories, due primarily to their mathe-

matical complexity, and also because novel vectors are arguably less well-motivated from

EFT considerations than novel scalars. However, they introduce some very interesting

physical effects. In particular, the field Aa defines a preferred congruence in the Uni-

verse [312, 313]. Hence, these theories exhibit Lorentz violation, and so they are simple

candidate theories that violate the EEP.

Vector-tensor theories are divided into two distinct subclasses. The first is the set of

constrained theories, for which AaA
a = −1 . These are also known as Einstein-Æther
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(EA) theories. The Einstein-Æther action is

SEA =
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√−g [R+K + λ (AaA
a + 1)] , where (4.6)

K =
(
c1g

abgcd + c2δ
a
cδ
b
d + c3δ

a
dδ
b
c − c4A

aAbgcd

)
∇aA

c∇bA
d , (4.7)

and the Lagrange multiplier λ enforces the normalisation of Aa . EA theories can be

generalised by replacing K −→ f(K) [314]. EA and generalised EA theories have been

used to study gravitational alternatives to dark matter, as certain functional forms of

f(K) can exhibit MOND-like behaviour at low acceleration scales [248, 249, 252].

The other subclass of vector-tensor MG is the set of unconstrained theories, where AaA
a

is free to vary in the range −1 < AaA
a < 0 . Unconstrained vector-tensor theories have

some problematic properties, for example concerning their stability and the appearance

of ghosts [315]. However, they provide a tractable way to study the properties of Lorentz-

violating gravity theories, which led to them being developed as theoretical test cases

[316, 317]. The general action for these theories is

SVT =
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√−g [(1 + ωAaA
a)R+ η AaAbRab (4.8)

+ (τ − 4ϵ) ∇[aAb]∇[aAb] + τ ∇(aAb)∇(aAb)] ,

where we have explicitly separated out the gauge-violating term ∇(aAb)∇(aAb) , and

{ω, η, τ, ϵ} are constants. We will make use of a special case of SVT in Chapter 5,

for which we will state the equivalents of the Einstein and Proca equations of motion.

We do not produce the full equations here, as the metric EOM in particular is very

lengthy and not especially insightful. Although vector-tensor theories are not typically

considered to be well suited for cosmological applications, scalar-vector-tensor theories,

where both ϕ and Aa are introduced as novel gravitational DOFs, have found some

interest in recent years [251, 318–322]. It has been suggested that they can give rise to

MOND-like physics on galactic scales, while still providing a good fit to CMB and LSS

observations on cosmological scales [251].

Let us briefly discuss theories of gravity that introduce higher derivatives of the met-

ric, beyond second order. This is equivalent to introducing higher powers of curvature

invariants, so the simplest approach is to define an f(R) theory,

S =
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√−g f(R) . (4.9)

In a low-energy effective field theory of gravity, it is entirely expected that we would have

an EFT expansion of the form f(R) = R+αR2+O(R3) . Terminating this power series

at the R2 term produces a theory that is both renormalisable at one-loop order [323]
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and a viable inflationary model [253]. The f(R) gravity theories are very well-studied in

cosmology, with sophisticated N-body simulations having been developed in this theory

[324–326] that make it the benchmark for LSS constraints on deviations from General

Relativity. Much of this work has focused on the Hu-Sawicki model [327], for which the

free function in the action takes the form [328]

fHS(R) = R−m2 c1
(
R
m2

)n
(
R
m2

)n
+ 1

, (4.10)

where m2 = H2
0Ωm0 . This model has the notable property that, in the standard (FLRW

+ perturbations) approach to cosmology, the background expansion is entirely equivalent

to ΛCDM, with MG effects arising only in the perturbation theory.

Despite the popularity of f(R) gravity, it faces a number of challenges. Power-law

functional forms of f are highly restricted by Solar System measurements [329], and

other simple forms are constrained by the integrated Sachs-Wolfe effect in the CMB

[202], LSS observations [330] and cross-correlations between the two [331]. Although

certain forms like Hu-Sawicki remain viable, and continue to be studied in LSS surveys,

they are often explicitly designed to avoid any modifications to the FLRW cosmology,

rather than being derived from fundamental theory considerations. Hence, one might

argue that these models are essentially phenomenological testing grounds rather than

well-motivated extensions to GR.

If we are willing to accept higher derivatives of gab, then R is no longer the unique choice

of curvature scalar that can enter the action. It is particularly illuminating to consider

the introduction of the Gauss-Bonnet scalar [332],

G = R2 − 4RabR
ab +RabcdR

abcd , so that (4.11)

S =
1

16πG

∫
d4x

√−g (R− 2Λ + αG) .

It turns out that G is related to a topological invariant in ≤ 4 spacetime dimensions

[333]. Thus, varying the action above yields Einstein’s equations identically, with the

Gauss-Bonnet term having no effect. However, research in recent years has shown that

a non-trivial MG theory in four spacetime dimensions can be built using G [334]. This

is the four-dimensional Einstein-Gauss-Bonnet (4DEGB) theory [306, 332, 335], which

is obtained by letting the number of spacetime dimensions D vary as a free parameter,

and rescaling the coefficient α −→ α

D − 4
. Finally, one takes the limit D −→ 4, and

adds a counterterm to the action in order to regularise the theory. The dimensional

regularisation procedure is controversial [336], although the fact that 4DEGB can be

mapped on to an Horndeski scalar-tensor theory might give one confidence that the

results of the procedure are valid [332]. Supposing it is valid, it has been shown that
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the 4DEGB theory contains interesting novel phenomena in the context of black hole

spacetimes, potentially giving rise to a novel dark matter candidate [337].

We will not discuss higher-dimensional or non-local alternatives to General Relativity in

this thesis, although there are certainly strong motivations to consider them (especially

higher spacetime dimensions) from the perspective of the UV completion of gravity.

Instead, we now turn our attention to the ways in which metric theories of gravity can

be tested in astrophysics and cosmology. We will focus on generalised frameworks for

testing gravitational theories, starting with the gold standard: the parameterised post-

Newtonian (PPN) formalism [35].

4.2.2 Parameterised post-Newtonian formalism

The parameterised post-Newtonian (PPN) formalism is the standard approach that is

used to test theories of gravity in isolated, weakly gravitating systems. It is ideally suited

to studying gravitational phenomena in the Solar System and binary systems7, where

most astrophysical tests of gravity have been performed. The formalism is genuinely

theory-agnostic, making no assumptions on the underlying gravitational field content

other than assuming the validity of the WEP, so that test particles move on geodesics

of the spacetime metric gab . It was developed in the late 1960s and early 1970s by Will,

Nordtvedt and Thorne [338–341], following pioneering work by Chandrasekhar [342] on

post-Newtonian methods in General Relativity.

The central principle behind the PPN formalism is that in most astrophysical systems,

three key conditions are satisfied:

1. The characteristic velocity scale v is small compared to the speed of light.

2. Gravitational fields are weak, i.e. gab can locally be considered perturbatively close

to the Minkowski metric ηab .

3. The cosmological expansion happens sufficiently slowly that it is irrelevant in stud-

ies of isolated systems. Hence, spacetime can be modelled as asymptotically flat,

with perturbations to the Minkowski metric vanishing at spatial infinity.

Thus, v ≪ 1 can be used as a perturbative8 parameter, with the relativistic equations of

motion solved order-by-order. The Virial theorem ensures that the Newtonian potential

U ∼ v2 , and hence ρ ∼ v2 as ∇2U = −4πGρ . A crucial consequence of the slow-motion

condition is that, unlike in CPT where all derivatives enter the equations of motion on

7For binary systems of compact objects (neutron stars and black holes), the weak gravity assumption
breaks down only when the objects are very close together (i.e. ∼ 100 Schwarzschild radii or fewer).
Post-Newtonian techniques can therefore be used to study compact binary mergers in all but the final
stages of inspiral.

8The PPN formalism is not strictly a form of perturbation theory, but it is helpful to think of it on
those terms, in order to make the comparison to cosmological perturbation theory apparent.
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equal footing, time derivatives of all quantities are suppressed by v relative to spatial

derivatives,
∂
∂t
∂
∂x

∼ v ≪ 1 . (4.12)

The full PPN procedure is as follows [35]:

• Write down the metric as gab = ηab + hab , with |hab| ≪ 1 and hab −→ 0 at spatial

infinity. Specify an order in v to which the components of hab must be determined.

It turns out that in order to calculate the leading-order post-Newtonian corrections

to the geodesic equation for both null and timelike geodesics, one needs to know

hij to O(v2), h0i to O(v3) , and h00 to O(v4) .

• Write down all the possible contributions to the energy-momentum tensor that can

appear up to the highest required post-Newtonian order. From now on, we will

take that order to be v4 .

• Identify the complete set of gravitational potentials that can be sourced by those

contributions to Tab, while remaining consistent with asymptotic flatness.

• Express h
(2)
00 , h

(2)
ij , h

(3)
0i and h

(4)
00 as combinations of those potentials. This involves

fixing the gauge, in order to avoid spurious coordinate dependence.

• Write the coefficients of those potentials9 in terms of a complete set of constant

parameters, where those parameters are defined with a clear physical meaning in

mind. These are the PPN parameters.

• Constrain the PPN parameters using astrophysical observations.

• Given a specific theory of gravity, calculate the PPN parameters in terms of the

underlying parameters of the theory. Hence, the observational constraints on the

PPN parameters can be used to test individual MG theories of interest.

Let us now carry out the first five steps above. The energy-momentum tensor of matter

can contain the following scalar contributions: mass density ρ ∼ v2 , pressure p ∼ c2sρ ∼
v2v2 ∼ v4 , internal energy density u = ρΠ ∼ v4 , and gravitational potential energy

density −ρh(2)00 ∼ v4 . The only possible 3-vector contribution is the momentum density

ρvi ∼ v3 . Finally, the allowed 3-tensors are p δij ∼ v4 , and ρvivj ∼ v4 . Hence, the

components of Tab are

T00 = ρ
[
1 + Π + v2 − h

(2)
00

]
+ O

(
v6
)
, (4.13)

T0i = −ρvi + O
(
v5
)
, and

Tij = ρvivj + pδij + O
(
v6
)
.

9And relevant monomials of them, such as U2 .
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Note that in this section, we will raise and lower spatial indices with the Kronecker delta,

so there is no difference between e.g. vi and v
i .

The gravitational potentials that can appear at O(v2) are the Newtonian potential

U(t,x) and the tensor potential Uij(t,x) , defined by

U = G

∫
d3x′ ρ (t,x′)
|x− x′| , Uij = G

∫
d3x′δikδjl (x− x′)j (x− x′)l ρ (t,x′)

|x− x′|3
.

It is useful to define the superpotential χ by ∇2χ = −2U . Then, Uij = Uδij + χ,ij , so

at O(v2) the only allowed potential terms are U and χ,ij .

At O(v3) there are two vector potentials Vi and Wi :

Vi = G

∫
d3x′ ρ (t,x′) vi (t,x′)

|x− x′| , Wi = G

∫
d3x′ (x− x′)j δij (x− x′) ·v(t,x′)ρ(t,x′)

|x− x′|3
,

where Vi satisfies a Poisson equation, ∇2Vi = −4πGρvi , and the continuity equation

implies the additional identity Vi,i = −U,t . The potential Wi is rather unwieldy, but

it turns out it can be related to derivatives of the superpotential, by Wi = Vi − χ,ti ,

such that ∇2Wi = −4πGρvi + 2U,ti . Therefore, in the absence of preferred frames in

the Universe, the only source terms with one spatial index are Vi and χ,ti . If there is a

cosmologically preferred frame, which might be defined, for example, by the rest frame

of the timelike vector field Aa in a vector-tensor theory of gravity, then there are two

additional contributions that can appear. Defining the non-relativistic 3-velocity wi of

the astrophysical system of interest with respect to the preferred frame, these are Uwi

and wjχ,ij .

Now, let us consider the possible gravitational potentials at O(v4) . Because we only need

h
(4)
00 in the metric, it is only necessary to calculate the scalar potentials at this order.

Clearly, a contribution U2 is allowed. The new required potentials are the following six:

Φ1 = G

∫
d3x′ ρ (t,x′) v2 (t,x′)

|x− x′| ⇒ ∇2Φ1 = −4πGρv2 ,

Φ2 = G

∫
d3x′ ρ (t,x′) U (t,x′)

|x− x′| ⇒ ∇2Φ2 = −4πGρU ,

Φ3 = G

∫
d3x′ ρ (t,x′) Π (t,x′)

|x− x′| ⇒ ∇2Φ3 = −4πGρΠ ,

Φ4 = G

∫
d3x′ p (t,x′)
|x− x′| ⇒ ∇2Φ4 = −4πGp ,

Φ6 = G

∫
d3x′ ρ (t,x′) (v· (x− x′))2

|x− x′| , and

ΦW = G2

∫
d3x′ d3x′′ ρ(t, x′) ρ(t, x′′) (x− x′)i δij

|x− x′|3

[
(x′ − x′′)j

|x− x′′| − (x− x′′)j

|x′ − x′′|

]
.
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There is also a term Φ5, but it turns out not to be independent, satisfying Φ5 = χ,tt +

Φ1+2Φ4−Φ6 , so it can be ignored. The Whitehead potential ΦW encodes the possibility

that there are gravitationally preferred locations in the Universe. In the absence of these

rather exotic preferred-location effects, ΦW makes no contribution to hab . Preferred-

frame effects can also make a contribution at this order, through the combinations w2U ,

wiVi and w
iwjχ,ij .

The final step we need in order to write down the form of the metric is to fix the

gauge. The term h
(2)
00 is invariant under post-Newtonian gauge transformations [56].

The remaining gauge conditions are fixed by demanding that

• There are no O(v) metric perturbations, i.e. h
(1)
0i = 0 .

• The space-space part of the metric hij is diagonal, so there are no contributions of

the form χ,ij , only Uδij .

• There is no explicit time dependence in h00, so Φ5 , which contains a contribution

from χ,tt , is absent.

Taken together, these conditions define the PPN gauge, which is closely related to the

general-relativistic post-Newtonian gauge originally used by Chandrasekhar [342].

With all the above considerations in mind, the PPN test metric can be written down.

The metric perturbations take the form [35]

h
(2)
00 = 2αU , (4.14)

h
(2)
ij = 2γU δij , (4.15)

h
(3)
0i = −2

(
α+ γ +

α1

4

)
Vi +

1

2
(α+ α2 − ζ1 + 2ξ)χ,ti + φPF

i , where (4.16)

φPF
i = −1

2
α1wiU − α2w

jχ,ij , and (4.17)

h
(4)
00 = −2βU2 + (2α+ 2γ + α3 + ζ1 − 2ξ) Φ1 (4.18)

+2 (α+ 3γ − 2β + ζ2 + ξ) Φ2 + 2 (α+ ζ3) Φ3 + 2 (3γ + 3ζ4 − 2ξ) Φ4

− (ζ1 − 2ξ) Φ6 − 2ξΦW + φPF , where

φPF = (α3 − α1)w
2U + (2α3 − α1)w

iVi + α2w
iwjχ,ij . (4.19)

The set {α, γ, β, ξ, α1,2,3, ζ1,2,3,4} are the 11 PPN parameters. In GR, the only non-zero

PPN parameters are α = γ = β = 1 . Ten of the PPN parameters are independent, with

the exception of ζ4, for which consideration of the properties of perfect fluids generates

the algebraic relation ζ4 =
1
6 (3α3 + 2ζ1 − 3ζ3) [343].

The parameter α is typically set to unity by absorbing it into the definition of Newton’s

constant G , as the form 2αU of the purely Newtonian term h
(2)
00 follows directly from

the weak equivalence principle. However, as we will be interested in Chapters 5 and 6 in



Alternative models 115

Physical effect Parameter Constraint Origin of constraint

Effective G α 1 By definition

Spatial curvature γ 1 + (2.1± 2.3)× 10−5 Shapiro delay [310]

Nonlinearity β 1 + (−2.7± 3.9)× 10−5 Mercury’s perihelion [344]

Preferred locations ξ 0± 3.9× 10−9 Pulsar precession [345]

Preferred frames α1 (−0.7± 1.8)× 10−4 Pulsar binaries [346]

Preferred frames α2 (1.8± 5.0)× 10−5 Pulsar torque [346]

Preferred frames α3 0± 4× 10−20 Pulsar timing [347]

Momentum conservation ζ1 0± 2× 10−2 Lunar laser ranging [348]

Momentum conservation ζ2 0± 4× 10−5 Binary acceleration [349]

Momentum conservation ζ3 0± 10−8 Lunar acceleration [17]

Momentum conservation ζ4 ————– Not independent [343]

Table 4.1: The full set of coupling parameters in the PPN test metric.

cosmological applications where Geff ∼ αG can evolve over cosmic time, we will retain

α in the PPN equations.

The form of the coefficients of each post-Newtonian potential has been chosen so that the

PPN parameters all have a clear physical interpretation, as shown in Table 4.1. Specific

experiments constrain certain combinations of the PPN parameters. For example, the

bending of light around the Sun is sensitive to α+γ [350], and Lense-Thirring precession

depends on α + γ +
1

4
α1 [351]. Fully conservative theories of gravity, in which total

momentum and total angular momentum are both globally conserved in asymptotically

flat spacetime, satisfy α1 = α2 = α3 = ζ1 = ζ2 = ζ3 = ζ4 = 0 . A corollary of global

angular momentum conservation in asymptotically flat spacetime is that there are no

preferred-frame effects in the theory of gravity. Semi-conservative theories drop the

requirement of angular momentum conservation, but retain momentum conservation.

For these theories, the parameters ζ1,2,3,4 still vanish, but α1,2,3 can be non-zero, with

preferred-frame effects allowed.

Finally, let us discuss the interpretation of the remaining three parameters {γ, β, ξ} that

may appear in fully conservative theories and which cannot, unlike α, be normalised

to unity at the present day by a rescaling of Newton’s constant. The leading-order

post-Newtonian parameter γ can be interpreted as setting the amount of spatial cur-

vature that is produced by non-relativistic matter. To see this, consider foliating the

perturbed Minkowski spacetime into constant-time surfaces. Then, one can calculate

the Ricci curvature scalar associated with the induced metric on the three-dimensional

spacelike hypersurfaces. Evaluating this to O(v2) gives (3)R = −2∇2h
(2)
00 = 16πGγ ρ ,

thereby justifying the “spatial curvature” interpretation. The interpretation of β as the

parameter describing the degree of nonlinearity in the gravitational field follows from it

multiplying U2 in Eq. (4.18). Similarly, the notion that ξ describes preferred-location

effects is shown by its direct coupling to ΦW in Eq. (4.18).
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The classical parameterised post-Newtonian formalism is the most successful framework

for testing astrophysical gravity in a theory-agnostic fashion. However, as it is based

around small perturbations of Minkowski spacetime, it is clearly not suitable for use on

cosmological scales. We will come back to this issue in Chapter 5, where we will show

how the PPN formalism can be generalised into a cosmologically viable approach. To

conclude the present discussion of testing alternatives to General Relativity, let us next

provide a short overview of some generalised approaches that have been used to model

deviations from GR in cosmology.

4.2.3 Cosmological approaches to testing gravity

Theory-agnostic frameworks are harder to construct on cosmological scales than they are

on astrophysical scales. There are a number of reasons for this, each of which introduces

a new level of complexity:

1. The evolution in time of the background expansion cannot be ignored. Therefore,

any parametrisation of modified gravity we construct should be time-dependent.

2. We deal with a vast range of length scales, ranging from deep within the horizon

to well beyond it. It is not clear that any treatment on small scales would be valid

on large scales, and vice versa.

3. Our understanding of gravity in isolated astrophysical systems relies on the notion

of asymptotically flat spacetime. This is not a viable assumption in cosmology.

4. Any cosmological approach to testing gravity is likely to involve cosmological per-

turbation theory. One will invariably encounter the gauge problem that makes

interpreting the results of CPT calculations far from straightforward.

5. In order to make predictions for cosmological observables, particularly the CMB,

one needs to model not just the matter-dominated epoch but also the radiation

and dark energy epochs.

Despite these challenges, several helpful approaches have been developed. One of the

most widely applicable is the Parameterised Post-Friedmann (PPF) formalism [166, 327,

352–356]. It is built on linear cosmological perturbation theory in Newtonian gauge,

analysed in Fourier space. Deviations from General Relativity are described by two free

functions of time and scale, through the equations

k2Ψ = 4πGa2 µ (τ, k) [δρ+ 3 (ρ̄+ p̄)Hv] , and (4.20)

Φ−Ψ = Σ(τ, k) Ψ . (4.21)
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The GR equivalents of these are the Fourier transforms of the second and fourth equa-

tions in the set (3.18)10, whence one sees that the free functions µ(τ, k) and Σ(τ, k) are

respectively equal to 1 and 0 in GR, at all times and on all scales. The function µ(τ, k)

can be thought of as an effective Newton’s constant, at least in the context of linear

scalar perturbations. Note that it has been assumed that the effects of density and ve-

locity perturbations are modulated by the same factor µ . This is equivalent to stating

that the scalar part of the CPT momentum constraint - the first equation in (3.18) - is

given by

Ψ′ +HΦ = 4πGa2 µ (τ, k) (ρ̄+ p̄) v . (4.22)

The second free function Σ (τ, k) is referred to as the gravitational slip [357]. In modified

gravity theories, Σ is generically non-zero. For example, in the Bergman-Wagoner scalar-

tensor theories, it is directly related to the scalar field perturbation, by Σ =
δϕ

ϕ̄Ψ
.

It has been argued that the equality of the Bardeen potentials is the defining special

feature of GR in the context of CPT [358]. Constraining the slip therefore provides a

way to use the PPF framework to test GR. This requires identifying observables that

depend only on the properties of timelike curves (i.e. redshift space distortions), which

are sensitive only to Φ, and comparing them to observables that depend on the properties

of null curves (i.e. weak lensing), which are sensitive to ψW = Φ + Ψ . Combining this

measurement would allow Σ to be constrained [359, 360], at least on the scales where

linear CPT can safely be applied.

The PPF framework is a very good, deliberately simple, starting point. However, like

all theory-agnostic approaches, it does have some limitations. It does not consistently

modify the FLRW expansion, which is often set to be equal to the ΛCDM a(t) solution

throughout, along with the perturbations. Moreover, it is not easy to make contact with

approaches used in regimes of nonlinear densities, such as the PPN formalism, so astro-

physical tests of gravity might not be able to constrain µ and Σ on small scales. From

a mathematical point of view, it is also notable that the PPF equations are incomplete,

as they do not contain the Raychaudhuri equation, and the momentum constraint is

assumed to be described by the same coupling function µ as the Hamiltonian constraint.

We will show in Chapter 5 that this assumption is not always a safe one, with potentially

significant consequences.

To finish the discussion of alternatives to GR in this chapter, let us very briefly summarise

two other methods that have been adopted by cosmologists to test the MG landscape.

One of them is built on the Horndeski class of gravity theories, described by the action

(4.2). As scalar-tensor theories are, along with f(R) and nDGP (the normal branch

of the DGP brane-world theory [255]), the most widely-studied MG theories in most

10With the scalar anisotropic stress Π assumed to vanish.
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observational applications, there is substantial benefit in developing a parameterised

framework to constrain the vast space of theories contained within SHorndeski .

The most well-known such framework is referred to as the α parametrisation. Like

the PPF formalism, the α functions are defined through the scalar sector of the linear

CPT equations. In that context, it has been shown that deviations from GR can be

characterised through four functions of time [361]: αM , αK , αB and αT , all of which

vanish in GR with standard ΛCDM energy-momentum content. They each have distinct

physical interpretations.

• αM : the evolution rate in cosmic time of the effective Planck mass M eff
Planck =

(8πGeff)
−1/2 . Here Geff refers purely to the effective Newton’s constant associated

with scalar perturbations to FLRW, with no obvious relation to the Geff that is

measured by αPPN in astrophysical settings.

• αK : the kineticity of the scalar field. Note that a minimally coupled quintessence

scalar, which is not really modified gravity, has αK ̸= 0.

• αB : the amount of braiding between the kinetic terms associated with the scalar

field and the metric. Kinetic braiding produces a characteristic scale in the evolu-

tion of perturbations, in addition to the usual Hubble horizon scale [362].

• αT : the excess propagation speed of tensor modes. The GW speed has been

constrained to |αT | ≲ 10−15 at LIGO frequencies by the dual messenger event

GW170817/GRB170817A [307], although it has been suggested that αT could de-

viate from zero at lower frequencies, such as in the LISA band [363, 364] .

Like the PPF formalism, the Horndeski EFT described by the αi(t) contains the feature

that the background expansion must be specified independently. The αi are rather

complicated functions of both H(t) and the various terms in the Horndeski action. It is

not clear how one should model their evolution, with many authors simply making the

ansatz that H(t) is identically that of ΛCDM, and then αi = ΩDE(t) ci [361]. Although

not without merit, this assumption is clearly restrictive.

The other approach we wish to mention is the effective field theory of dark energy

(EFTofDE) [219] (see Ref. [217] for a review). This describes a larger range of theories

than the Horndeski EFT, covering for example the Hořava vector-tensor theory, by using

a large set of free functions of time11 in the EFT action. It also includes directly the

possibility of modifications to the cosmic expansion. However, the EFTofDE has the

same problem as the Horndeski αi(t) in that it is rather unclear what the functional

forms of all the EFT functions of time should be, and whether a simple form such as a

proportionality to ΩDE is appropriate [365].

11In the formulation adopted by Ref. [217] there are nine EFT functions.
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In the remainder of this thesis, we will not make use of EFT approaches such as these

two, although they are certainly useful, because they can be applied directly to cosmo-

logical datasets that probe the dynamics of scalar perturbations. Instead, our studies

of cosmological tests of gravity in Chapters 5 and 6 will make use of a theory-agnostic

framework that is closely related to the PPN formalism.

This concludes our review of alternatives theories of gravity, and the ways they are

studied in astrophysical and cosmological settings. For the remainder of this chapter, we

will focus on another set of alternatives to the cosmological concordance model. These

will be cosmological models that break the cosmological principle of homogeneity and

isotropy.

4.3 Inhomogeneity and anisotropy

Although the homogeneous and isotropic FLRW universe is the most well-known cosmo-

logical model, there is a wide variety of cosmological spacetimes with fewer symmetries.

These can be used both as genuine alternatives to FLRW to be tested observationally,

and as useful mathematical models to understand the problems at hand in anisotropic

and/or inhomogeneous cosmologies. First, we will describe the general properties of

homogeneous, anisotropic cosmological models. In doing so, we will demonstrate the

utility of the 1+3 and 1+1+2 decompositions for describing these geometries. We will

also introduce some significant inhomogeneous models. Finally, we will discuss the im-

portant problems of cosmological averaging and backreaction, and review some possible

solutions to them. In particular, we will introduce the averaging formalism developed by

Buchert, which has potentially profound implications for the interpretation of large-scale

cosmological observations.

4.3.1 Anisotropic cosmological models

The simplest generalisations of the homogeneous and isotropic FLRW geometry are

geometries which retain spatial homogeneity, but break spatial isotropy. To understand

the properties of these models, we recall the introduction of continuous symmetries

of spacetime in Chapter 3. Let us now expand further on the notion of a spacetime

symmetry group12 that we introduced. The discussion here is based on summaries by

Grøn & Hervik [34], and Ellis & van Elst [28].

In Chapter 3, we explained that a spatially homogeneous spacetime can be foliated into

three-dimensional spaces Σt , which are level surfaces of some time function t . The

induced metric on Σt possesses three spacelike Killing vectors ξHA , A = 1, 2, 3 , which

typically form a transitive subgroup of the full symmetry group G. It turns out that there

12These are also called isometry groups.
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is actually an exception, where the spacetime is spatially homogeneous, with dim(G) = 4 ,

but does not have such a transitive subgroup. This is called the Kantowski-Sachs (KS)

cosmology. We not study the KS model in this thesis, so we can now just ignore it and

focus on the usual situation with a three-dimensional subgroup acting transitively on

the surfaces Σt . The spacetime may also possess additional KVFs ξI , the generators of

spatial isotropies, although this is not a necessity.

The Lie group G of symmetries is described by a Lie algebra, which is the tangent

space to G at the identity. That Lie algebra is precisely the ≥ 3-dimensional vector

space spanned by the ξA (where we have dropped the H and I superscripts for ease of

notation). These Killing vector fields (KVFs) generate metric-preserving flows σξ on the

constant-t hypersurfaces through the map exp (Lξ) , as displayed in Fig. 3.1 . The Lie

algebra is equipped with the commutator

[A,B] , s.t. [A,B]a = (LAB)a = Ab∂bB
a −Bb∂bA

a . (4.23)

By the group closure property, we can write the commutator of any two KVFs as

[ξA, ξB] = DC
AB ξC , (4.24)

where the quantities DC
AB , which we will discuss very shortly, are manifestly anti-

symmetric in A and B . In the above, we have assumed that the surfaces of transitivity

Σt are simply transitive. This means that the dimension of the isotropy group is 0, so the

dimension of the total symmetry group is 3 . That is not the case in general, because we

can have isotropy groups of dimension 1 and 3, making the surfaces multiply transitive.

The latter are the FLRW geometries, and we will come to the former case soon. These

special cases do not substantially change the analysis that follows.

The KVFs ξA span the surfaces of transitivity, so they do form a basis on Σt. However,

this basis has the undesirable property that in general the objects DC
AB are dependent

on the spatial coordinates, rather than being constant on Σt [34]. Instead, it is helpful

to define the adjoint basis eA , which is invariant under parallel transport along integral

curves of all the ξA . That is,

[ξA, eB] = LξAeB = 0 ∀ A,B = 1, 2, 3 . (4.25)

The basis vectors eA provide the adjoint representation of the exact same Lie algebra.

Because of the property of invariance under Killing transport, the structure constants
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CCAB in this new representation, defined by the commutator13

[eA, eB] = CCAB eC , (4.26)

are genuinely constants on each Σt . The implication of this result is rather profound. It

means that all the possible spatially homogeneous geometries (except for the Kantowski-

Sachs special case) are defined by their structure constants CCAB .

Once the structure constants in the adjoint representation have been specified, the metric

can be constructed directly in line with the spacetime symmetries. The eA are dual to

covectors ωA , defined by ωA (eB) = δAB . These ωA are themselves invariant under

Killing transport. Finally, the line element can be written down as [34, 366]

ds2 = −dt2 + gAB(t)ω
A ⊗ ωB , (4.27)

where ⊗ denotes the tensor product14.

Homogeneous cosmological models which have three-dimensional surfaces Σt of transi-

tivity (i.e. all homogeneous cosmologies except for Kantowski-Sachs) can be classified

into nine different types, according to the structure constants of their Lie group of sym-

metries. This is the Bianchi classification, with each of the nine types giving rise to

the Bianchi cosmological models of that type. A full exposition of these spacetimes is

provided by Ref. [146]. We will not provide the full classification, but we will describe

the subset of the Bianchi types that contain FLRW geometries as special cases. These

are

• Type I. Their structure constants are very simple: all CCAB = 0 . The type Imodels

are essentially anisotropic generalisations of the spatially flat FLRW cosmology.

• Type V. The structure constants are C1
13 = C2

23 = 1 , and C3
13 = C2

13 = C3
23 =

C1
23 = C1

12 = C2
12 = C3

12 = 0 . The spatially open FLRW geometry is contained

as a special case.

• Type IX. The structure constants are CCAB = δCDϵABD , where ϵ is the Levi-Civita

alternating symbol. The spatially closed FLRW geometry is a special case.

• Type VII. It is best understood by splitting it further into two subclasses, VII 0

and VII h .

13It is often useful to change basis yet again, to obtain an orthonormal tetrad in which the physical
interpretation of the commutators is clearer [28, 72], but this is not required for the brief overview here.

14For a formal definition of ⊗, see e.g. Ref. [367].
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– VII 0 : C
2
13 = C1

32 = 1 , C1
13 = C1

12 = C2
21 = C3

13 = C3
23 = C3

12 = 0 , and

C2
23 = 0 . Like type I, Bianchi type VII 0 contains the spatially flat FLRW

cosmology.

– VII h : VII 0 : C
2
13 = C1

32 = 1 , C1
13 = C1

12 = C2
21 = C3

13 = C3
23 = C3

12 =

0 , and C2
23 = κ > 0 . The details of κ are not relevant for the present

summary. Like type V, Bianchi type VII h contains the spatially open FLRW

cosmology.

All the homogeneous cosmological models we will study in this thesis belong to the

Bianchi classification. Let us now turn to the issue of isotropy. We know that the largest

possible isotropy group acting in Σt is SO(3) . This has no subgroups of order 2, so

the next largest allowed isotropy group is SO(2) ∼= U(1), the one-parameter group of

continuous rotations. Cosmological models that exhibit three-dimensional surfaces of

transitivity, and a U(1) isotropy group acting within those surfaces such that they are

multiply transitive, are referred to as the locally rotationally symmetric (LRS) Bianchi

cosmologies [92–94]. LRS solutions exist in the Bianchi types I, II, III, V, VII and IX .

For these models, the entire dynamics can be described by first-order scalar ODEs in

time, in the 1 + 1 + 2 decomposition, by choosing the preferred timelike vector to be

orthogonal to the transitive surfaces Σt , and the preferred spacelike vector ma to be

parallel to the rotational symmetry axis. For example, an LRS Bianchi type I model is

characterised by the metric

ds2 = −dt2 +A2(t) dr2 +B2(t)
(
dy2 + dz2

)
, (4.28)

and an LRS Bianchi type V model by

ds2 = −dt2 +A2(t) dr2 +B2(t) e−2βr
(
dy2 + dz2

)
, (4.29)

where the constant parameter β can be thought of a generalisation of the spatial cur-

vature of an open FLRW model. In the isotropic limit of Eq. (4.29), the Ricci scalar

associated with the constant-t hypersurfaces is (3)R = −6β/A2 = −6β/B2 .

Let us now consider the 1 + 1 + 2 equations of motion for the simple, instructive, LRS

Bianchi I model. This will allow us to make an important point about the late-time be-

haviour of the Bianchi cosmologies. Picking the preferred timelike and spacelike vectors

to point in the t and r coordinate directions respectively, the local rotational symmetry

means that the only non-zero 1+1+2 variables are purely time-dependent scalars. The
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kinematic scalars are

Θ =
Ȧ

A
+

2Ḃ

B
, (4.30)

Σ =
2

3

(
Ȧ

A
− Ḃ

B

)
, and (4.31)

Ω = A = 0 , (4.32)

from which it is clear that Σ(t) entirely encodes the anisotropy in the Bianchi I cosmology.

In order to understand the anisotropic expansion of this universe, one can thus consider

Eq. (2.72), the evolution equation for the scalar shear in the 1 + 1 + 2 formalism. For

an LRS Bianchi I model, this equation reduces to

d

dt
Σ+

2

3
ΘΣ +

1

2
Σ2 + E =

1

2
Π , (4.33)

where we have used that the lapse function is equal to unity to replace the covariant

time derivative with a total derivative with respect to t . The electric Weyl curvature

scalar is

E = − 1

3AB2

[
AḂ2 +B2Ä−BȦḂ −ABB̈

]
. (4.34)

Hence, the shear evolution equation reduces to

1

3AB2

[
BȦḂ −AḂ2 +B2Ä−ABB̈

]
=

1

2
Π . (4.35)

We can define the volume scale factor S(t) for this universe by S =
(
AB2

)1/3
. Assuming

that the scalar anisotropic stress Π associated with the matter fields is negligible, it

follows that
d

dt

(
S3Σ

)
= 0 . (4.36)

This means that as space expands, the shear decays as S−3 , and so space isotropises15.

During matter domination one finds that at late times the ratio Σ(t)/Θ(t) ∼ t−1:

anisotropy is power-law suppressed. For a Λ-dominated Bianchi I universe, the situ-

ation is even more severe, as Σ/Θ is exponentially suppressed [34].

Thus, in order to have significant late-time anisotropy in a Bianchi I cosmology, the shear

must have been extraordinarily large in the early Universe. However, this is ruled out

by CMB observations which indicate a highly isotropic Universe at last scattering [120] .

15We have verified this explicitly for the special LRS case where the scale factors in the y and z
coordinate directions are equal for all t . However, it turns out that the same result is true in the general
case [28].
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Therefore, a Bianchi I model does not really make any predictions for the present-day

Universe that are meaningfully different from FLRW.

A natural follow-up question is to ask how generic a feature isotropisation is in the

Bianchi cosmologies. If there is a positive Λ, as appears to be the case observationally,

then Bianchi cosmologies tend to isotropise at late times towards an asymptotic de Sitter

state [368]. For a generic matter content, isotropisation is more complicated, and there

remains the possibility that a Bianchi model could have a long-lived intermediate state

of near-perfect isotropy, but then become highly anisotropic again in the far future [369,

370]. The Bianchi type VII h cosmologies can exhibit this behaviour [371]. Thus, type

VII h models have attracted substantial attention, and have been adopted as canonical

alternatives to FLRW in the fitting of CMB data [372–377]. However, the more recent

of these studies (particularly Ref. [377]) have found that Bianchi VII h cosmologies must

be very nearly isotropic in the present day. Although there are exceptions, it certainly

appears that the typical behaviour of the Bianchi cosmological spacetimes is to become

isotropic at late times. Therefore, the type I, V, VII and IX models that have FLRW

limits must essentially become FLRW cosmologies at late times, even though their early-

time behaviour can be very different, exhibiting for example Kasner dynamics [378] or

chaotic Mixmaster oscillations [379].

A very important subdivision of the Bianchi models is between tilted and untilted models.

A Bianchi model is referred to as untilted, or orthogonal, if the 4-velocity ua of matter

coincides with the normal na to the homogeneous spacelike hypersurfaces (surfaces of

transitivity). In a tilted cosmology [68, 70, 71], this is not the case, and so an observer

who is comoving with the matter field will not find their instantaneous rest spaces to

be homogeneous. This implies that even if the matter is a perfect fluid with Tab =

ρuaub+ phab , observers with 4-velocity na will generically measure non-zero momentum

density q̃a = −Tbcnbf ca (where fab is the induced metric on the homogeneous surfaces)

and anisotropic stress π̃ab =
(
f c
(af

d
b) − 1

3fabf
cd
)
Tcd , as well as different values for the

energy density ρ̃ and pressure p̃ .

Tilted solutions are generic to the Bianchi classification, except for type I spacetimes

which are necessarily untilted [68]. In cosmology, we are often interested in solutions that

admit an irrotational timelike congruence. Tilted models with ωa = 0 exist for Bianchi

types II, IV, V, VI and VII, within types V and VII h admit tilted LRS solutions. We

will examine a specific tilted, irrotational, type V model in detail in Chapters 7 and 8.

Tilted models have attracted some theoretical attention in recent years, motivated at

least in part by the claimed observations of anomalously large bulk flows of matter in the

Universe, as described earlier in this chapter. Specifically, tilted type V and VII h Bianchi

spacetimes have recently been proposed as viable cosmological models that naturally

admit a large-scale dipole in cosmic observables, brought about by a tilted flow that can
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grow at late times [380, 381].

In fact, near-FLRW tilted cosmologies have even been explored as possible alternatives

to dark energy for explaining the observed accelerated expansion, at least within our

local spatial patch of the Universe. This attention has arisen due to the fact that a

large-scale, contracting, tilted flow can give rise to an apparent negative deceleration

parameter within the flow [382–386], although it could be argued that the assumed

existence of a canonical FLRW reference foliation makes the physical interpretation of

the result unclear.

We will devote considerable study to the Bianchi cosmologies in Chapters 7 and 8,

especially their LRS subclass. Now, we turn our attention to inhomogeneous cosmological

models.

4.3.2 Inhomogeneous cosmological models

Inhomogeneous models are of obvious interest to cosmologists, because the Universe

we live in is ultimately spatially inhomogeneous, containing the vast cosmic web of

structures. However, compared to the Bianchi cosmologies which can be studied using

systematic approaches (see e.g. Ref. [387]), inhomogeneous cosmologies present an even

greater theoretical challenge. They are typically mathematically complicated, because

of the low degree of symmetry in the metric, which can have at most three Killing vector

fields. For a full review of inhomogeneous cosmologies, we refer the reader to Ref. [388].

The class of inhomogeneous cosmological models with the largest number of symmetries

is the well-studied Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi (LTB) family of spacetimes [389, 390]. The

LTB metric is

ds2 = −dt2 +
R′(t, r)2

1 + 2E(r)
dr2 +R2(t, r) dΩ2 , (4.37)

where a prime denotes ∂r and dΩ2 is the usual line element on S2 . The metric possesses

three KVFs: two for the two-dimensional homogeneous surfaces on each constant-r

spherical shell, and one for the local rotational symmetry. The LTB models, exhibiting

spherical symmetry in their spatial sections in the canonical foliation, are closely related

to spacetimes with plane symmetry, which we will study in detail in Chapter 8.

The LTB geometry is often studied as a canonical example of a cosmological model that

violates the Copernican principle. Such a violation would happen if we were placed at

the centre of an LTB metric, perhaps embedded within a larger-scale FLRW cosmology

through an Einstein-Strauss Swiss cheese model [391–395]. This possibility caused ex-

citement in the past due to the conjecture of the Hubble bubble [396–398], where the

Local Group would be situated deep within a large void. This could lead to a value of

the Hubble constant inferred from low-redshift observations that would be lower than

the CMB value, or even to a negative inferred deceleration parameter without the need
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for dark energy. However, the Hubble bubble is now believed to be largely discredited

by observations [399], especially of the kinematic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich effect [400]. De-

spite its apparent failure to account fully for those observational problems, the LTB and

LTB-Swiss Cheese families retain a great deal of interest in the cosmological community.

For example, they have been used to study the effects of inhomogeneities on the Hubble

diagram [394, 395, 401–403], structure formation [404–406], and the properties of cosmic

voids [407, 408].

In an ideal world, we would really like to study cosmology without making any symmetry

assumptions. Of course, this is an onerous task. Arguably the most tractable exact

cosmological spacetimes that contain no Killing symmetries at all are the dust models

developed by Szekeres [409], which are split into classes I and II. As an example, the

metric for the Szekeres type I models can be written as [410]

ds2 = −dt2 +

(
R′(t, r)− R(t,r)E ′(r,y,z)

E(r,y,z)

)2

1 + 2E(r)
dr2 +

R2(t, r)

E2(r, y, z)

(
dy2 + dz2

)
. (4.38)

This metric is essentially a generalisation of the LTB metric (4.37) that removes all the

symmetries. Despite their mathematical complexity, the Szekeres dust models have the

attractive property that their lack of symmetry means they can be used to model grav-

itational collapse and structure formation in a relativistic and non-perturbative fashion

[411]. We will not study the LTB or Szekeres models in this thesis, but we have described

them here because they serve as a useful introduction to inhomogeneous exact solutions

to Einstein’s equations, which are central to the analysis carried out in Chapter 8.

For the remainder of this chapter, we will focus on the fundamental problem of how one

should construct an average cosmological model on large scales, given the fundamental

nonlinearity of General Relativity. This will lead us on to the notion of cosmological

backreaction.

4.3.3 Averaging and backreaction

On small scales, the Universe is very inhomogeneous. Therefore, we know that the

spacetime geometry is described by some complicated inhomogeneous metric tensor gab.

From it, we define the Einstein tensor Gab(g) at every point in spacetime16, which is

manifestly nonlinear in gab and its derivatives. This Einstein tensor satisfies of course

Gab(g) = 8πGTab . However, in order to construct a cosmological model, one assumes

that on sufficiently large scales (i.e. above the homogeneity scale Lhom), the Universe

can be modelled using some homogeneous model metric ḡab . The evolution of this model

geometry is assumed to be sourced by a perfect fluid energy-momentum tensor ⟨Tab⟩,
16We have dropped the indices on the metric here, for ease of notation.
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that arises from averaging over all the inhomogeneities in the matter distribution within

Lhom . Therefore, it is supposed that

Gab (ḡ)
!
= ⟨Gab(g)⟩ = 8πG ⟨Tab⟩ , (4.39)

where ⟨·⟩ denotes some averaging procedure, of which possible definitions will be dis-

cussed in what follows. That is, one makes the implicit assumption that the procedures

of averaging the spacetime metric, and calculating the evolution of the metric through

Einstein’s equations, commute. This is not true, because General Relativity is a nonlin-

ear theory, so Gab (ḡ) ̸= ⟨Gab(g)⟩ . Therefore, as pointed out by van den Hoogen in Ref.

[27], one should say instead that

Gab (ḡ) = 8πG ⟨Tab⟩+ Cab , where (4.40)

Cab = Gab (ḡ)− ⟨Gab(g)⟩ , (4.41)

which specifically encodes the non-commutativity of averaging and evolution, can be

thought of as a gravitational correlation tensor. An immediate implication of non-

vanishing Cab is that the smoothed energy-momentum tensor T̄ab(g)
!
= ⟨Tab⟩ has ∇̄bT̄ab ̸=

0 , where ∇̄a denotes the Levi-Civita connection associated with ḡab [412]. The non-

conservation of T̄ab , with respect to the fictitious large-scale metric ḡab , is a direct

consequence of the effect of the inhomogeneities in the spacetime geometry below Lhom

on the dynamics above Lhom . This coupling between physics on different scales is re-

flective of the nonlinearity of full GR. One may contrast it with the situation in linear

cosmological perturbation theory we saw in Chapter 3, where the evolution of modes on

different scales k is entirely decoupled.

Even more pertinently, the correlation tensor Cab tells us that the expansion of the Uni-

verse on cosmic scales, which we would typically describe with some homogeneous model

ḡab (i.e. an FLRW or Bianchi metric), can be affected by the growth of inhomogeneities

on small scales. This is the problem of cosmological backreaction [23–27]. It may be

particularly crucial in the late Universe, in which we know that highly nonlinear struc-

tures form in the cosmic web. As we will explicitly show shortly, backreaction from

inhomogeneities has been proposed as a means of generating accelerated expansion at

late times, thereby playing the role of dark energy without the need to introduce any

new physics [23, 225]. Indeed, the large-scale Hubble diagram in certain cosmological

models can indicate backreaction effects that make the inferred deceleration parame-

ter negative, even though space is locally decelerating [413]. Cosmological backreaction

has been studied extensively over the last 30 years, especially with regard to the accel-

erated cosmic expansion. Methods to investigate it have included exact GR solutions
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[402, 403, 414–416], second-order CPT [73, 102, 417–419], the post-Newtonian formalism

[420], relativistic simulations [164, 421, 422] and approaches based on direct observables

[67, 101, 103, 104, 423].

The backreaction problem is closely related to two others: the fitting problem in cos-

mological modelling [258, 424], and the mathematical problem of averaging in curved

spacetime [27]. Let us now summarise these interrelated issues. For a more detailed

exposition, see e.g. Ref. [6]. The fitting problem, as defined by Ellis & Stoeger, refers

to the issue that in the real, inhomogeneous Universe, there is no unique procedure to

determine the best-fit FLRW background model17 from observations on our past light

cone. The fitting problem has some overlap with the gauge issue in cosmological per-

turbation theory, because the supposed best fit model is assumed to be the fictitious,

gauge-dependent, background manifold M̄ with respect to which perturbations are de-

fined, as per Fig. 3.2.

Ultimately, the fitting problem arises in the standard approach to cosmology because

we take a top-down approach to cosmological model-building. We prescribe some form

of ḡab from the start, forward-model to make predictions for observations as a function

of a set of cosmological parameters, and then use our observational data to fit those

parameters. A more satisfying approach might be to adopt a bottom-up perspective,

wherein we would average the spacetime geometry explicitly. Then, there is no fitting

ambiguity, because no specific form of the metric has been prescribed.

However, in order to do this, one must define a sensible procedure for averaging tensor

fields, such as the metric gab, in curved spacetime, in order to calculate Cab. Tensor

fields cannot be straightforwardly compared at different points in a curved spacetime

[27], so quantities that exist at different points in an averaging domain first have to

be transported to the same point for comparison, which is a non-unique and path-

dependent process. Only then can averages be defined. Moreover, the non-commutativity

of averaging and evolution, as discussed above, means that the evolution of an averaged

quantity cannot be guaranteed to be the same as an average taken on some future time

slice of the true evolution. This is the notoriously difficult problem of averaging in GR,

for which no covariant, exact and unique solution has been found.

Approaches to cosmological averaging can be divided into three camps:

1. Procedures that average on three-dimensional spacelike hypersurfaces.

2. Procedures that average on the past light cone directly, with a sole view to de-

scribing observables, rather than trying to model the overall cosmic expansion.

3. Procedures that average on four-dimensional spacetime itself.

17The fitting problem naturally extends to other homogeneous models such as an anisotropic Bianchi
cosmology.
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With some exceptions, notably Zalaletdinov’s macroscopic gravity approach which falls

into the third camp and to which we will come soon [425], most successful averaging

approaches have sidestepped the difficulties associated with averaging tensor fields by

focusing entirely on scalars. Because of their coordinate invariance, covariantly defined

scalars can be directly compared between spacetime points. Thus, they are much easier

to average. For this reason, it has been suggested that the averaging and backreaction

problems could be studied using only the properties of scalar curvature invariants [412].

We will devote most of our attention to the first camp, because it is perhaps most closely

related to what one does in the concordance cosmology, where one studies the properties

of space, evolved from one instant in time to the next. Of course, in a framework of

this kind there is invariably dependence on the chosen foliation of spacetime [426]. The

extent of foliation dependence of spatial averaging in cosmology is debated, with some

authors suggesting that as long as all possible foliations are related by non-relativistic

3-velocities, then it should not be too severe [427], but others finding strong foliation

dependence in the extent of backreaction inferred from numerical simulations [164].

The main approach from the first camp, and probably the most well-known approach to

cosmological backreaction overall, is the averaging formalism developed by Buchert in

an influential series of papers [31, 62, 428, 429], the main results of which are collected

together in Ref. [23]. The central idea of Buchert’s scheme is that covariantly defined

scalars, calculated in the 1+3 decomposition, can be averaged over domainsD of spacelike

hypersurfaces orthogonal to an irrotational timelike congruence. In Buchert’s original

equations, this is assumed to be the geodesic 4-velocity ua = −∇at of non-relativistic

matter. The spacetime is foliated into constant-t hypersurfaces, with the lapse and shift

equal to unity and zero respectively. However, the equations can be generalised beyond

the synchronous unit-lapse case, as we will discuss in Chapter 7.

In Buchert’s dust foliation, which we will assume is valid for the remainder of this section,

scalar averages are calculated on orthogonal hypersurfaces according to [31]

⟨S⟩D (t) ≡ 1

VD(t)

∫

D
dV S(t, xi) =

∫
D d3x

√
(3)g(t, xi)S(t, xi)

∫
D d3x

√
(3)g(t, xi)

, (4.42)

where S is the scalar being averaged over the spatial domain D, which has volume

VD =
∫
D dV , and where dV = d3x

√
(3)g is the spatial volume element. Here the xi

are coordinates on the spacelike hypersurfaces. The object (3)g is det((3)gab), where

(3)gab = gab + uaub . Using the volume VD(t), an effective scale factor aD(t) for the

domain can be defined as

aD(t) ≡
(
VD(t)
VD(t0)

)1/3

. (4.43)
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As we stated in Chapter 2, assuming that the spatial coordinates are fixed by the flow

of ua gives that
d

dt

√
(3)g = Θ

√
(3)g , (4.44)

whence it follows that
1

aD(t)
daD(t)
dt

= ⟨Θ⟩ (t) . (4.45)

Let us now apply Eq. (4.44) to the time derivative of Eq. (4.42), with the averaging do-

main D being propagated by the flow of ua . Doing so, we obtain Buchert’s commutation

rule for time derivative and averaging operations [31],

∂t ⟨S⟩D (t)−
〈
∂tS(t, x

i)
〉
D = ⟨SΘ⟩D − ⟨S⟩D ⟨Θ⟩D = CovD(Θ, S) , (4.46)

where we have defined the covariance as CovD(S1, S2) ≡ ⟨S1S2⟩D − ⟨S1⟩D ⟨S2⟩D . We

can also introduce the variance of a scalar over the domain, VarD(S) ≡ CovD(S, S) .

The 1+3-covariant scalars that would define a matter-dominated FLRW universe are the

energy density ρ , the expansion scalar Θ , and the Ricci 3-curvature (3)R associated with

(3)gab . The scalar equations of motion for those variables are the Raychaudhuri equation

(2.31), the Hamiltonian constraint equation (2.53), and the contracted Bianchi identi-

ty/local energy conservation equation (2.41). Averaging these according to Buchert’s

procedure gives the Friedmann-like equations

3

(
ȧD
aD

)2

= 8πG ⟨ρ⟩ − 1

2

〈
(3)R

〉
− 1

2
QD , (4.47)

3 äD
aD

= −4πG ⟨ρ⟩+QD . (4.48)

The cosmological constant has been set to zero for simplicity, and we have dropped the

D subscripts on the averages for the sake of simplicity of presentation. The term QD is

referred to as the kinematical backreaction. It is given by

QD :=
2

3

(〈
Θ2
〉
− ⟨Θ⟩2

)
− 2

〈
σ2
〉
, (4.49)

where σ2 is the shear scalar associated with ua . The backreaction scalar can be readily

interpreted physically: it encodes directly the effect of inhomogeneities on the large-scale

isotropic expansion.

In particular, one sees from Eq. (4.48) that if QD is sufficiently large and positive, then

it can drive apparent acceleration, äD > 0, in the expansion of some large domain of

the universe [23, 413], and this could happen without a cosmological constant. This

demonstrates why properly accounting for the effects of backreaction on the emergent

cosmic expansion might, according to some authors, circumvent the need for dark energy
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[223, 224, 430, 431]. In Chapter 7 we will develop a novel averaging scheme, based on

Buchert’s formalism, that can be used to study backreaction in anisotropic universes,

rather than ones that are necessarily assumed to be phenomenologically close to FLRW

on large scales. We will explore some observational consequences of that scheme in

Chapter 8.

Although Buchert’s averaging procedure is very powerful, it has three main drawbacks:

• The averaged equations are not closed.

• The results are foliation-dependent.

• The covariant averages ⟨S⟩ (t) are defined on spacelike hypersurfaces, rather than

on the past light cone, so they are not observable.

The first of these three drawbacks is unavoidable in any averaging formalism, because we

necessarily lose information about small-scale physics. Moreover, we deliberately remove

any knowledge of the vector and tensor degrees of freedom, but these clearly affect the

large-scale dynamics, through e.g. the shear tensor σab that enters into the kinematical

backreaction scalar.

An attempt to resolve the second drawback is provided by Gasperini and collaborators

[432, 433]. They average covariantly defined scalars in a similar way to Buchert, but

generalise the procedure to four spacetime dimensions. The idea is to define suitable

spacetime window functions WΩ(x
a) that pick out submanifolds Ω embedded in the

spacetime manifold M, through integrals of the kind

I(S,Ω) =

∫

M
d4x

√
−g(xa)WΩ(x

a)S(xa) . (4.50)

In order for Ω to be a patch of a spacelike hypersurface that is the level surface of some

function A(xa) with timelike gradient na = − ∇aA√
−∇bA∇bA

, the window function is

chosen to be

WΩ(x
a) =

(
nb∇b θ(A(x

a)−A0)
)
θ(r0 −B(xa)) , (4.51)

where B(xa) is a function with spacelike gradient that defines the spatial extent of the

patch on the A = A0 surface, and θ(x) is the Heaviside step function. Thus, averages

may be computed over level surfaces of any timelike foliation A(xa) , by

⟨S⟩A0
=

I(S,A0)

I(1, A0)
, where (4.52)

I(S,A0) =

∫

M
d4x

√−g
√
−∇bA∇bAδ (A−A0) θ (r0 −B) S .
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The results are not restricted to any particular foliation, and allow different foliation

choices to be compared systematically [427]. However, this approach is less directly ap-

plicable than Buchert’s, as the averages that one obtains are hard to interpret physically.

The third drawback of the Buchert formalism leads us on to the second camp of ap-

proaches to cosmological averaging, where one restricts all attention to the past light

cone (PLC), in order to model the observables that would be associated with some

large-scale average description of the Universe. The most direct averaging formalism

of this kind is very closely related to Gasperini’s window-function approach, with the

difference that rather than the window function picking out spacelike hypersurfaces, it

picks out spacetime regions directly related to the properties of the PLC [434, 435]. Nat-

ural choices for that region of interest might include either the entire volume of the PLC,

truncated on some spacelike hypersurface in the past, or a 2-sphere within the PLC, with

obvious utility for Hubble diagram [436] and CMB observations. Other approaches to

averaging on the past light cone have included adapting Buchert’s averaging procedure

to averages on the screen space of null geodesic congruences [437], and proposals that

work directly with the statistics of the Hubble diagram [413].

Next, let us consider the third camp of cosmological averaging procedures, which attempt

to average the 4-dimensional spacetime geometry itself. The hope is that doing this

would allow one to actually construct the gravitational correlation Cab , rather than just

inferring its effect indirectly through proxies such as Buchert’s QD . The first covariant

procedure of this kind was developed by Isaacson to study gravitational radiation [438,

439], rather than cosmology. As one might expect for an analysis of gravitational waves,

Isaacson’s treatment is fundamentally perturbative. However, its ideas were successfully

adapted into a non-perturbative spacetime averaging scheme, known as the theory of

macroscopic gravity, by Zalaletdinov [425, 440, 441]. In this approach, one defines the

average of a tensor field tab , at a point x which is associated with an averaging domain

Σx in its neighbourhood, by

⟨tab(x)⟩ =
∫
Σx

d4x′
√
−g(x′)Aa

c (x, x
′) Ad

b (x, x
′) tcd(x

′)
∫
Σx

d4x′
√
−g(x′)

, (4.53)

with natural generalisations to tensors of other rank. Here the Aa
b(x, x

′) are called

bilocal operators, and their role is to transport the tensor being considered from the

spacetime point x′ to the point x, where the average is defined. Note that this aver-

aging procedure does not involve a foliation of spacetime at any stage. The equations

that result from this approach are known as macroscopic field equations, as they de-

scribe the emergent dynamics of an average metric at every point in spacetime. Those

dynamics are sourced both by the average energy-momentum tensor and by a series of
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bilocally-averaged objects that together play the role of Cab. The macroscopic Zalalet-

dinov equations are genuine tensor equations, rather than being restricted to scalars.

However, they are very mathematically complex, and are harder to interpret physically

than Buchert’s equations.

Finally, let us briefly consider an approach to the cosmological backreaction problem

that is not based on averaging, but instead studies non-perturbatively the effects of

arbitrarily nonlinear small-scale inhomogeneities on a large-scale “background”. This

formalism was developed by Green & Wald [442–444]. It is based on the reformulation

by Burnett [445] of Isaacson’s short-wavelength gravitational-wave averaging scheme.

Green & Wald’s proposal is based on a splitting of the metric into a background and

a deviation from the background, gab(x, λ) = g
(0)
ab (x) + γab(x, λ) . The parameter λ is

defined so that g
(0)
ab (x) = lim

λ→0
gab(x, λ) . Then, given a set of four postulates that we will

not state explicitly here (but which essentially demand that γab and its first covariant

derivatives are bounded) they show that the backreaction effect of γab on the evolution

of g
(0)
ab can be summarised through the tensor

µabcdef = wlim
λ→0

[∇aγcd(x, λ)∇bγef (x, λ)] , (4.54)

where we refer the reader to Ref. [442] for a precise definition of the weak limit. The

effect of µabcdef on the cosmological background is communicated through the effective

gravitational energy-momentum tensor,

t
(0)
ab =

1

8

[
2µcd e

c de − µc de
c de − µc d e

c d e

]
g
(0)
ab +

1

2
µcd acbd −

1

2
µc d

ca bd (4.55)

+
1

4
µ cd
ab cd −

1

2
µc d

(ab)c d +
3

4
µc d

cab d −
1

2
µcd abcd ,

which is trace-free (so it behaves like gravitational radiation), and, if interpreted as

an energy-momentum tensor, satisfies the weak energy condition. Then, the Einstein

equations for g
(0)
ab are

Gab(g
(0)) = 8πGT

(0)
ab + 8πt

(0)
ab . (4.56)

Using this formalism, Green & Wald argued that backreaction is negligible in cosmology

[446, 447], because of the trace-free nature of t
(0)
ab . This claim was challenged by Buchert

et al. [24], who constructed an effective gravitational energy-momentum tensor arising

from backreaction on an FLRW cosmology with non-zero trace. They argued that a

local formulation of the backreaction problem, as in Eq. (4.56), is unsuitable, because

the backreaction problem is inherently non-local. Ostrowski suggested that Green &

Wald’s use of weak limits is problematic, because it does not define a coarse-grained

description of the spacetime, which makes its interpretation for cosmological modelling

unclear [448].



Alternative models 134

Moreover, Clifton & Sussman [415] showed that in a variety of spherically-symmetric

and plane-symmetric cosmological models, t
(0)
ab vanishes irresepectively of the choice of

background metric for the same underlying spacetime, even if the “backgrounds” can

have very different physical characteristics (e.g. either an FLRW or an LTB background).

In contrast, Buchert’s averaging-based formalism provided a well-defined prescription

for the behaviour of the large-scale cosmology. They concluded that the Green & Wald

formalism, although useful for studying nonlinear perturbations to a known background,

does not really study the same cosmological backreaction problem as the averaging-based

procedures, because there is no clear way to identify what the cosmological background

should be. For these reasons, we will not study local approaches to the cosmological

backreaction problem further. Instead, we will focus on non-local techniques that make

use of explicit averaging on spacelike hypersurfaces, according to Buchert’s scheme (4.42).

These ideas will be central to Chapters 7 and 8.

This concludes our discussion of alternative cosmological models, and indeed the ped-

agogical first part of the thesis. The four chapters that follow will be centred around

research into alternatives to the concordance model.



Chapter 5

Parameterised post-Newtonian

cosmology

We will now introduce and extend the framework of parameterised post-Newtonian cos-

mology (PPNC), first developed in Refs. [449–451]. Section 5.1 is an introduction to the

PPNC formalism, as devised by the authors of those papers. Sections 5.2 and 5.3 are

based on research by myself and my direct collaborators Timothy Clifton and Daniel B.

Thomas, as presented in Refs. [1] and [2] respectively.

The central idea behind the approach is that the parameterised post-Newtonian (PPN)

formalism is by far the most successful theory-independent framework for studying tests

of gravity in astrophysical settings. The formalism is very simple, expressing the entire

phenomenology of relativistic gravity in terms of the set of 11 parameters we introduced

in Section 4.2.2. Its insensitivity to the finer details of gravitational theories means that

observational constraints on the PPN parameters can be used to constrain the underlying

theory parameters of a wide array of different modified theories of gravity.

To date, no similarly successful theory-independent framework exists in cosmology.

Therefore, it is desirable to use the ideas from the PPN formalism to build such an

approach that is valid over cosmological length and time scales, rather than just in iso-

lated astrophysical systems. Then, we would have a unified version of the PPN formalism

that can be used to test gravity on cosmological scales, while reducing to standard PPN

on small scales, so that the equations remain valid in the regime of nonlinear density

contrasts. For the reasons laid out in Section 4.2.2, this is a difficult task, particularly

because of the enormous range of scales involved in the problem. However, such an ap-

proach, the PPNC formalism, was formulated by Clifton & Sanghai [449–451]. We will

first summarise its key features, as of the beginning of my PhD research. Then, we will

discuss why it must be extended [1], to include the gravitational effects of the momentum

of matter fields. This will naturally lead us on to considerations of vector perturbations

135
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and preferred-frame effects. Finally, we will study the scale and time dependence of

the coupling functions in the PPNC formalism [2], which are intimately related to the

familiar PPN parameters. This will involve a detailed application of the formalism to

Bergmann-Wagoner scalar-tensor theories of gravity, as a fiducial test case.

5.1 Adapting the PPN formalism for cosmology

The PPNC formalism is a bottom-up approach to cosmology that explicitly allows for the

presence of nonlinear, inhomogeneously distributed matter, while carefully discarding the

assumptions of asymptotically flat spacetime and negligible time-variation of the cosmo-

logical background that exist within the classical PPN formalism [35]. It generalises in a

more physically transparent fashion the effective Newton’s constant µ(τ, k) and gravita-

tional slip Σ(τ, k) from the parameterised post-Friedmann formalism [166, 327, 352–356],

whose drawbacks we discussed in Section 4.2.3. It shows that the generalisations of these

quantities, which in the PPF approach are explicitly tied only to sub-horizon linear scalar

perturbations, are closely linked to parameters very much like the classical PPN parame-

ters, which we call PPNC parameters. Moreover, the PPNC parameters appear directly

in the governing equations for both the FLRW background expansion and the large-scale,

time-dependendent parts of the linear perturbation equations.

The basic starting point for the PPNC framework is that both the post-Newtonian regime

and the regime of linear cosmological perturbations are examples of weak-field gravity.

This means that there exist coordinate systems in which the metric can be written as

gab = g
(0)
ab + δgab , where g

(0)
ab ∼ 1 and δgab ≪ 1. (5.1)

In the classical PPN formalism, g
(0)
ab is the Minkowski metric, whereas in cosmological

perturbation theory it is an FLRW metric.

The weak-field treatment, common to both CPT and post-Newtonian expansions, is jus-

tified by the leading-order part of the gravitational fields of all astrophysical systems

except black holes and neutron stars being ≪ 1 . However, CPT and post-Newtonian

expansions differ not only in the geometry of the assumed background. They have a fun-

damentally different perturbative hierarchy, with the power-counting smallness parame-

ter ϵ associated with δgab being the density contrast δ for CPT, but the non-relativistic

velocity scale v for post-Newtonian gravity.

Let us first clarify exactly why an approach purely based on cosmological perturbation

theory is unsuitable if one wishes to make contact with the post-Newtonian regime.
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Expressed in Newtonian gauge, we recall that the CPT metric is

ds2 = a(τ)2
[
−(1− 2Φ̂)dτ2 +

(
(1 + 2Ψ̂)δij + F̂ij

)
dx̂idx̂j + 2B̂idτ̂dx̂

i
]
, (5.2)

where B̂i is divergenceless and F̂ij is transverse and tracefree. We will come back shortly

to the suitability of the Newtonian gauge for describing gravitational physics in the pres-

ence of nonlinear structures. Note that we have used hats on all the quantities, in order

to distinguish quantities associated with a perturbed FLRW geometry from those associ-

ated with a perturbed Minkowski geometry, which will be unhatted. The only exception

to this rule is the conformal time coordinate τ , which refers to the FLRW cosmology

but which we have left unhatted, because it has no analogue in Minkowski spacetime,

and therefore there is no ambiguity associated with it. We have also assumed that the

FLRW background is spatially flat, motivated by the constraints on ΩK discussed in

Chapter 3.

The perturbative orders of smallness of all fields in this approach are taken to be similar,

including the fluctuations in the density contrast, δ, and the 3-velocities of matter fields,

v̂i, such that

Φ̂ ∼ Ψ̂ ∼ B̂i ∼ F̂ij ∼ δ ∼ v̂i ≪ 1 . (5.3)

The field equations of any theory of gravity can then be used to find constraint and

evolution equations for the background quantities, and subsequently those of all first

and higher-order perturbations, as we showed in Section 3.2.

However, the equations of motion for the perturbations, derived according to the CPT

scheme in Eq. (5.3), invariably break down on small scales, for the following reasons:

• The density contrast is required to be perturbatively small.

• The 3-velocity of matter fields is expected to remain as small as the amplitude of

gravitational potentials.

Neither of these things is true when we consider scales ≲ 100Mpc in the real Universe,

where we can observe density contrasts δ ∼ 1 or greater on scales ≲ 10Mpc, and where

we typically have v̂2 ∼ Φ̂, due to the Virial theorem. This failure means that we cannot

use linear cosmological perturbation theory to reliably model gravitational interactions

on these scales. Consequently, we face a challenge if we wish to try to use it to relate

any parameterised framework for gravity in cosmology to results that we might obtain,

for example, from experiments in the Solar System. Thus, it is very hard to conceive

of a theory-independent parameterised framework for constraining gravity on all scales

using cosmological perturbation theory alone.

Post-Newtonian approaches, on the other hand, are perfectly valid for arbitrarily large

densities, as long as gravitational fields are weak. However, they are underpinned by
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the slow-motion requirement (4.12), which is clearly problematic for cosmology, as the

Hubble flow velocity increases in proportion to distance, and approaches ∼ 1 on the scale

of the horizon.

We recall from Section 4.2.2, with a slight change of notation, that the post-Newtonian

metric can be written to O(v3) as

ds2 = −(1− 2Φ) dt2 + (1 + 2Ψ) δij dx
idxj + 2Bi dtdx

i , (5.4)

where in this expression we have Φ ∼ Ψ ∼ v2 and |Bi| ∼ v3, such that the vector

gravitational potentials are smaller in magnitude than their scalar counterparts. The

transverse and tracefree tensor perturbations hij are smaller still, entering the post-

Newtonian expansion at O(v4) and only becoming dynamical at O(v6) , so they have

been neglected. With the additional hierarchy (4.12) between temporal and spatial

derivatives, we can see that the structure of post-Newtonian theory is rather different

from that of cosmological perturbation theory.

While the line element given in Eq. (5.4) cannot be used to directly describe an entire

cosmology, it can be safely applied within a region of spacetime that is small compared

to the cosmological horizon, so long as the Hubble flow velocity within that region is

of order v ≪ 1 (if this is not the case, then the slow motion requirement is violated).

By considering many such regions next to each other, one can then construct a viable

cosmological model [449, 450]. This requires applying appropriate boundary conditions

(the Israel junction conditions [452]) between each of the regions. Carrying out this

procedure, one finds that the large-scale cosmological dynamics emerge from the post-

Newtonian gravitational fields that reside within each constituent region. This is a

construction known as post-Newtonian cosmology, and has been investigated thoroughly

in the context of Einstein’s equations [420, 449]. By specifying the governing equations

for the perturbations to Minkowski spacetime in terms of the PPN parameters, the post-

Newtonian cosmology construction can be used to derive equations for a parameterised

post-Newtonian cosmology, without specifying a theory of gravity.

The basic, seemingly näıve observation one can make is that the line elements in Eqs.

(5.2) and (5.4) appear rather similar, and ought to be described by similar equations

on small scales deep within the Hubble horizon. This link can be made explicit by the

coordinate transformation

t = t̂+ 1
2 a

2H r̂2 + T (t̂, x̂) +O(v5) (5.5)

xi = a x̂i
[
1 + 1

4 a
2H2 r̂2

]
+O(v4) , (5.6)

where T is an as-yet-unspecified gauge function of order v3, r̂2 ≡ δij x̂
ix̂j , and we have
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used cosmic time t̂ rather than conformal time τ̂ , for the sake of mathematical simplic-

ity. This coordinate transformation demonstrates explicitly that a perturbed Minkowski

geometry and a perturbed FLRW geometry are locally isometric, with the isometry

breaking down once the v ≪ 1 assumption no longer applies.

Under such a transformation, the line element (5.4) can be directly transformed into the

form of the perturbed FLRW geometry (5.2), as long as we take [449]

Φ = Φ̂ +
ä a

2
r̂2 (5.7)

Ψ = Ψ̂− ȧ2

4
r̂2 (5.8)

Bi = B̂i − 2ȧ x̂jδij

(
Φ̂ + Ψ̂

)
− a ȧ ä r̂2x̂jδij +

1

a
T,i , (5.9)

and F̂ij = 0, and subsequently transform to conformal time. The function T will be used

in the next section to enforce the Newtonian gauge condition that B̂i is divergenceless.

We must use the Newtonian gauge throughout our treatment of parameterised post-

Newtonian cosmology, because it remains valid under gauge transformations in both the

cosmological and post-Newtonian perturbative hierarchies. This makes it rather unique,

as most standard gauge choices in CPT, such as the synchronous, comoving orthogonal,

spatially flat and uniform density gauges, cannot possibly be implemented by a post-

Newtonian gauge transformation [56, 453, 454].

Eqs. (5.7–5.9) allow us to rewrite the PPN equations of motion for the Minkowski met-

ric perturbations on small scales in terms of cosmologically suitable quantities, namely

perturbations to an FLRW metric. These equations are valid in small regions where the

expansion of the Universe is locally insignificant. However, using the PPNC construction

we just described, we can stitch many such regions together in order to build equations of

motion for Φ̂ , Ψ̂ and B̂i . As long as the coordinate patches of neighbouring regions over-

lap, which can be arranged by a suitable choice of a(τ) , we can then consider the (τ, x̂i)

coordinate system to span the entire spacetime. Thus, they provide a coordinate system

for the cosmological background. This formulation of post-Newtonian gravity allows the

gravitational fields of highly nonlinear density contrasts to be consistently modelled, and

simultaneously allows the Friedmann equations to be extracted from them. It is therefore

ideal for creating a unified framework for testing gravity in both isolated astrophysical

systems, and in cosmology on the very largest scales.

Let us now introduce the basic equations of the PPNC framework, which require one to

consider the PPN equations only to O(v2). We will show, however, that these equations

are insufficient to fully characterise the evolution of weak-field perturbations. It is nec-

essary to study higher-order terms in the post-Newtonian expansion. These introduce

additional complexity, which we will handle in Section 5.2.
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5.1.1 The basic PPNC equations

The foundational equations of parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology are obtained by

considering the PPN equations of motion for the leading-order corrections ∼ v2 to the

Minkowski metric,

∇2Φ(t, xi) = −4πGαρ(t, xi) , and ∇2Ψ(t, xi) = −4πGγ ρ(t, xi) . (5.10)

We need to modify these in two ways:

1. An extra, spatially constant, contribution, that does not appear in the classic PPN

parametrisation, should be added linearly to the RHS of each of these equations.

This is required in order to be able to consistently include dark energy, and the

gravitational effects of the time variation of any extra degrees of freedom in a

theory. We know that the contribution must only be time-dependent, because this

means that the only additional contributions to Φ and Ψ that we can get will be

of the form c(t) r̂2 (any solution to the Laplace equation, that could otherwise be

added linearly to solutions to the Poisson equation, is removed by the periodic

boundary conditions in the PPNC stitching procedure). Inspecting Eqs. (5.7-5.8),

one sees that these contributions will then simply give Φ = Φ̂ +

(
äa

2
+ c1(t)

)
r̂2 ,

and Ψ = Ψ̂ −
(
ȧ2

4
− c2(t)

)
r̂2 . Hence, these novel contributions will be spatially

homogeneous, and appear directly where we expect them to in the Friedmann

equations, so they behave exactly as desired for a purely cosmological, dark energy-

like field.

2. The PPN parameters should be functions of time, in order for the cosmologi-

cal model that we construct to be self-consistent [450]. The requirement that

α −→ α(t) and γ −→ γ(t) is justified by considering that in the classical PPN

formalism, any variation in these parameters is assumed to be much slower than

the characteristic timescale associated with the astrophysical system in question.

However, when the characteristic timescale is taken to be the Hubble time, as is

the case in cosmology, then this assumption cannot be made a priori. For example,

in a scalar-tensor theory of gravity, the PPN parameters are related to the slowly

varying background value of the scalar field, whose time derivatives are expected

to comparable to H .

The equations in (5.10) become therefore

∇2Φ(t, xi) = −4πGα(t) ρ(t, xi) + αc(t) , and (5.11)

∇2Ψ(t, xi) = −4πGγ(t) ρ(t, xi) + γc(t) . (5.12)
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It should be noted that the pressure of matter fields need not be neglected at leading order

when considering the cosmological context, but that on the spatial scales on which post-

Newtonian expansions can be applied (i.e. ≲ 100Mpc) it must be effectively spatially

constant [420, 454]. This is because, if one has a fluid with pressure p of the same order

of magnitude as its energy density, i.e. p ∼ ρ ∼ v2 , then a post-Newtonian expansion

of the relativistic Euler equation (2.42) shows that Di p = p,i = 0 at O(v2) , as all other

terms in Eq. (2.42) are of order v4 or higher. Hence, for a relativistic fluid, p ≡ p(t)

only1. The gravitational effect of isotropic pressure is important if we wish to include

radiation fields (with p =
1

3
ρ ) in our cosmological model, as is necessary in order to

study observations of the cosmic microwave background in the PPNC context.

Let us now apply the transformations (5.5) and (5.6), identify the small-scale Bardeen

potentials via Eqs. (5.7) and (5.8), and finally take the spatial Laplacian ∇2 with respect

to the non-expanding coordinates xi . At leading PN order, this is related to the spatial

Laplacian ∇̂2 with respect to the expanding coordinates simply by ∇̂2 = a2∇2 . We get

the equations

−4πGαρ+ αc =
1

a2
∇̂2Φ̂ +

3ä

a
, and (5.13)

−4πGγρ+ γc =
1

a2
∇̂2Ψ̂− 3H2

2a2
. (5.14)

Now, consider integrating these over some domain D of a constant-t̂ spacelike hypersur-

face, with boundary ∂D . We can split the density field into ρ
(
t̂, x̂i

)
= ρ̄

(
t̂
)
+ δρ

(
t̂, x̂i

)
,

where

ρ̄ =
1

VD

∫

D
dV ρ , and

∫

D
dV δρ = 0 . (5.15)

Here the overall size of the domain is such that it is well below the horizon, but above

the homogeneity scale. Note that we have never required that the inhomogeneous part

δρ of the energy density be small, only that it averages to zero over D .

It follows that the equations that describe the expansion of the domain must precisely

be the emergent Friedmann equations of the cosmic expansion. To get these, we ap-

ply periodic boundary conditions, as required by the symmetry of the situation we are

considering. These tell us that

∫

D
dV ∇̂2Φ̂ =

∫

∂D
dA·∇̂Φ̂ = 0 , (5.16)

1Given an equation of state p ≡ p(ρ) , it follows that the fluid also has ρ ≡ ρ(t) only.
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and similarly for Ψ̂ . It follows that the appropriate Friedmann equations describing the

emergent scale factor a(t̂) are [420]

H2 =
8πGγ

3
ρ̄a2 − 2γca

2

3
and (5.17)

H′ = −4πGα

3
ρ̄a2 +

αca
2

3
, (5.18)

where it should be noted that the modifications to the coupling of matter density ρ̄ in

the first and second Friedmann equations are different: the (generalisation of the) PPN

light-bending parameter γ in the first, and the PPN effective Newton’s constant α in the

second. We see that a purely phenomenological approach, where one just multiplies ρ̄ ev-

erywhere by some Geff , would give an incorrect set of equations for the cosmic expansion.

This demonstrates the importance of considering the full PPN parameterisation.

Spatially averaging the continuity equation in the same way gives that for non-relativistic

matter,

ρ̄′ + 3Hρ̄ = 0 . (5.19)

The time dependences of the PPNC parameters are not independent. In order for the

background contribution (5.17) to the Hamiltonian constraint to be the first integral of

the background Raychaudhuri equation (5.18), the PPNC parameters must satisfy the

integrability condition

4πG ρ̄

(
α− γ +

dγ

d ln a

)
= αc + 2γc +

dγc
d ln a

. (5.20)

Finally, subtracting off the spatially constant parts of Eqs. (5.13) and (5.14) gives Poisson

equations for the scalar perturbations on small scales,

∇̂2Φ̂ = −4πGαa2 δρ , and ∇̂2Ψ̂ = −4πGγ a2 δρ . (5.21)

These can be made to look rather like the PPF equations (4.20) and (4.21) that use

the free functions µ and Σ to multiply the density perturbation. However, unlike in

those equations, the coefficients are purely functions of time, and are directly related to

the PPN parameters studied in astrophysical experiments. In addition, the equations

in (5.21) are valid for arbitrarily nonlinear densities, rather than being restricted to the

linear regime. They do have the drawback, though, that they only apply to theories

of gravity that can be incorporated into the PPN formalism using only the standard

post-Newtonian potentials defined in Section 4.2.2. This condition is satisfied by many

modified theories of gravity, but it excludes theories that exhibit nonlinear screening

mechanisms on small scales. The PPF framework does not make that restriction.
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Eqs. (5.17–5.21) provide a fully consistent set of equations for the homogeneous and

isotropic emergent expansion, and for scalar Newtonian-gauge perturbations deep within

the horizon. The equations are explicitly dependent on the generalised PPN parameters

{α(a), γ(a), αc(a), γc(a)} . In order to obtain an understanding of scalar perturbations

on all spatial scales, it is necessary to consider the other limit, of perturbations beyond

the Hubble horizon. Then, one can smoothly interpolate between these regimes, in order

to construct all-scales equations for Φ̂ and Ψ̂ .

5.1.2 All-scales parameterisation

Let us now focus on the evolution of linear perturbations on large scales, beyond the

Hubble horizon H−1 . On these scales, the spatial dependence of perturbations can

be safely neglected. A purely time-dependent perturbation to the FLRW geometry is

entirely equivalent to an FLRW geometry with perturbed coordinates, and therefore a

different scale factor and spatial curvature parameter. Thus, super-horizon perturbations

essentially correspond to a separate universe, which can be studied as a small deviation

from the original universe. The separate-universe approach allows one to obtain evolution

and constraint equations that are specified purely by the contents of the Friedmann

equations, and are therefore agnostic to the underlying theory of gravity that determines

the exact form of those equations [455].

The structure of these super-horizon equations was calculated explicitly by Bertschinger

[358], for both adiabatic and isocurvature modes. For the present discussion, we will

focus on the adiabatic perturbations only, which are relevant in the late Universe and

for the CMB anisotropies. The approach used by Bertschinger assumes that the ini-

tial FLRW geometry has non-zero curvature, and that this can be written as a second

FLRW geometry with a spatial curvature that is equal to the first up to a factor that

is perturbatively close to unity. In the present discussion, we are interested in spatially

flat cosmologies, so let us work instead under the assumption that the second geom-

etry, which we think of as being “our” perturbed FLRW cosmology, is spatially flat.

Therefore, we start off in the first, perturbed, geometry, with a spatially curved FLRW

metric,

ds2 = a2(τ∗)

[
−dτ2∗ +

dx̂2
∗

1 + K
4 x̂

2∗

]
. (5.22)

Now let us assume the spatial curvature is small such that K = δK ≪ H2(τ) for all τ ,

and perturb the coordinates such that τ −→ τ∗ = τ+A(τ) and x̂i −→ x̂i∗ = x̂i (1 + β(τ)),
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where A(τ) ≪ 1 and β(τ) ≪ 1 . We then obtain

ds2 = a2(τ)

[
−
(
1 + 2A′ + 2HA+ 2

δK

a

∂a

∂K

)
dτ2 (5.23)

+2β′ xj δij dτdx̂i +
(
1 + 2β + 2HA+ 2

δK

a

∂a

∂K
− 1

4
δK x2

)
δijdx̂

idx̂j

]
.

Comparing this to a spatially flat geometry with spatially-homogeneous scalar pertur-

bations in Newtonian gauge,

ds2 = a2(τ)
[
−(1− 2Φ̂) dτ2 + (1 + 2Ψ̂) δijdx̂

idx̂j
]
, (5.24)

we see that we must require β′ = δK = 0 (i.e. β = cst.), and

Φ̂ = −A′ −HA ; Ψ̂ = β +HA . (5.25)

The metric in Eq. (5.23) can therefore be thought of as an FLRW metric with the

super-horizon scalar perturbations Φ̂ and Ψ̂ given above.

Let us now derive the Hamiltonian constraint and Raychaudhuri equations for those

large-scale perturbations. At this stage, we cannot calculate any other equations, because

we have not yet considered the effects of matter contributions besides energy density and

pressure, i.e. momentum density and anisotropic stress. The Einstein tensor components

in Eq. (3.17) tell us the combinations of Φ̂ , Ψ̂ , and their conformal time derivatives,

that we need to construct. For the Hamiltonian constraint, we have

H
(
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

)
= −

(
H2 −H′)HA . (5.26)

Considering the effect of the coordinate perturbation δτ = A(τ) on the Friedmann equa-

tions gives further that on super-horizon scales, the total energy density perturbation

δ = −3HA . It follows that the Hamiltonian constraint can be written in the ultra-large-

scale limit as

−H2Φ̂−HΨ̂′ = −δ
3

(
H2 −H′) . (5.27)

Upon inserting the PPNC generalisations (5.17) and (5.18) of the Friedmann equations,

and the integrability condition (5.20), this becomes

−H2Φ̂−HΨ̂′ = −4πG

3
δρ a2

[
γ − 1

3

dγ

d ln a
+

1

12πGρ̄

dγc
d ln a

]
. (5.28)
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Similarly, the perturbed Raychaudhuri equation, according to the Bertschinger separate-

universe approach, is

2H′Φ̂ +HΦ̂′ +HΨ̂′ + Ψ̂′′ =
δ

3

[
2HH′ −H′′

H

]
, (5.29)

from which we get

2H′Φ̂ +HΦ̂′ +HΨ̂′ + Ψ̂′′ = −4πG

3
δρ a2

[
α− 1

3

dα

d ln a
+

1

12πGρ̄

dαc
d ln a

]
. (5.30)

Combining the large-scale results (5.28) and (5.30) with the small-scale results in Eq.

(5.21), one finds [451] that the leading-order perturbations to the Hamiltonian constraint

and Raychaudhuri equations can be written on all scales as

1

3
∇̂2Ψ̂−H2Φ̂−HΨ̂′ = −4πG

3
µ(τ, L) δρ a2 (5.31)

1

3
∇̂2Φ̂ + 2H′Φ̂ +HΦ̂′ + Ψ̂′′ +HΨ̂′ = −4πG

3
ν(τ, L) δρ a2 , (5.32)

where we have explicitly written the coefficients µ and ν of the overall energy density

perturbation δρ as functions of τ and spatial scale L = k−1 in general. These functions

are, however, far from arbitrary: they have small-scale and large-scale limits precisely

defined in terms of the PPNC parameters. Moreover, δρ need not be small compared to

ρ̄ . The only requirement we make is that Φ̂ and Ψ̂ remain ≪ 1 on all scales.

On small scales ≲ 100Mpc we have [451]

lim
L→0

µ = γ and lim
L→0

ν = α . (5.33)

The separate-universe approach that we just employed tells us that on the very largest

scales [451]

lim
L→∞

µ = γ − 1

3

dγ

d ln a
+

1

12πGρ̄

dγc
d ln a

(5.34)

lim
L→∞

ν = α− 1

3

dα

d ln a
+

1

12πGρ̄

dαc
d ln a

. (5.35)

The limiting behaviour given in Eqs. (5.33-5.35) shows that the couplings µ and ν tend

towards a scale-invariant form on both small and large spatial scales, that is entirely

a function of the PPNC parameters {α(τ), γ(τ), αc(τ), γc(τ)} . In general, the small-

scale and large-scale limits of µ and ν are different, as we will verify explicitly later in

this chapter for both scalar-tensor and vector-tensor theories of gravity. Of course, in

order to actually use these equations, one must have a viable, physically well-motivated

prescription for how to interpolate between the deep sub-horizon and super-horizon
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regimes. That will be a principle subject of Section 5.3.

However, the equations we have presented so far, which were first derived in Refs. [450]

and [451], do not provide a complete framework to describe both the cosmic expansion

and the linear scalar perturbations. In particular, in order to evolve the system in a well-

defined way, we require the PPNC equations to constitute an initial value problem. From

our earlier discussion of the 3 + 1 formalism, this is equivalent to having (a) a complete

set of constraint equations, i.e. both a Hamiltonian and a momentum constraint, that

allow the initial data to be specified on some constant-τ leaf, and (b) a complete set of

evolution equations that preserve the constraints as the equations of motion are evolved

over successive leaves of the foliation.

In the context of CPT, the momentum constraint means understanding how the scalar

metric perturbations Φ̂ and Ψ̂, and the divergenceless vector B̂i , are sourced by the

momentum density of matter, i.e. by peculiar velocity perturbations. The other non-

trivial evolution equation, beyond the Raychaudhuri equation, turns out at leading order

to be equivalent to a scalar relation for the slip Φ̂ − Ψ̂, which comes from the shear

evolution equation. Aside from being necessary from a theoretical perspective, these

equations are also very important computationally, as it is only once they are derived

that we can write down a consistent set of equations that can be solved numerically

using an Einstein-Boltzmann code. This will be crucial in Chapter 6, when we come to

studying the cosmic microwave background using the PPNC formalism.

5.2 Peculiar velocities and the momentum constraint

In this section, we will focus on the momentum constraint in the PPNC framework. The

presentation here is based on Ref. [1]. We recall from Chapter 2 that the 1+3-covariant

equation to which the momentum constraint (2.50), defined in the 3+1 ADM formalism,

is equivalent, is the equation (2.34) that connects the gradients of expansion, shear and

vorticity to the momentum density of matter qa . This is defined implicitly through the

Einstein tensor, so we can write the momentum constraint in a theory-independent form

as

Dbσab −
2

3
DaΘ+ gacη

cbd [Dbωd + 2u̇bωd] = G c
b u

bhca , (5.36)

which we stress must be satisfied in any metric theory of gravity, so that a complete set

of initial data exists on some spacelike hypersurface.

In the perturbed-FLRW context we are interested in here, we can choose coordinates

such that ua = u0δaτ , in which case Eq. (5.36) takes the more familiar form

−1

a

[
2
(
H′ −H2

)
B̂i +

1

2
∇̂2B̂i + 2

(
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

)
,i

]
= G c

0 u
0hci . (5.37)
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Because of the SVT decomposition, this equation is thought of in cosmology as being

comprised of two separate parts: a scalar equation that adds a constraint to the equa-

tions (5.31) and (5.32) we presented in the previous section, and a divergenceless vector

equation that contains the frame-dragging potential B̂i .

Our aim in this section is therefore to derive scalar and divergenceless vector equations

from Eq. (5.37), that are valid on all cosmological scales where a weak-field expansion

can be applied, whether that is an expansion in the cosmological perturbation theory

parameter ∼ δ or the post-Newtonian slow-motion parameter ∼ v . Following the ap-

proach of Section 5.1, we will study this problem first on small, post-Newtonian, scales

- which will require extending the PPNC formalism from O(v2) to O(v3) - and then

on very large scales where the separate universe approach to super-horizon cosmological

perturbations can be used.

5.2.1 Small scales

Let us first revisit the momentum constraint in the standard PPN formalism, so that we

can go about generalising it to cosmological settings, by deriving the analogue equation

for parameterised post-Newtonian perturbations about an FLRW background. Momen-

tum density terms of the form ρv are of order v3 in the post-Newtonian perturbative

hierarchy, compared to the pure density terms ρ ∼ v2 that source the Poisson equations

(5.21) for the small-scale scalar perturbations. A consequence of the need to consider

higher-order post-Newtonian potentials is that preferred frame effects must be consid-

ered. The gauge-fixing process is also more complicated at this order.

The substantive point making the application of post-Newtonian theory non-trivial in

this context is that the perturbation Bi = h
(3)
0i to the Minkowski metric cannot be

written directly in terms of the integral expressions for the post-Newtonian potentials Vi

and χ,ti we introduced in Section 4.2.2, because we do not have asymptotic flatness that

allows us to define these quantities in terms of the Green’s function |x− x′|−1 . Without

asymptotic flatness, the best the PPN formalism can do in this regime is to write

∇2Bi = 8πG

[
α+ γ +

1

4
α1

]
ρvi − [α+ α2 − ζ1 + 2ξ]U,ti +∇2φPF

i , (5.38)

where the Newtonian gravitational potential is defined implicitly by ∇2U ≡ −4πGρ,

and

∇2φPF
i = 2πα1wi ρ+ 2α2w

jU,ij , (5.39)

where wj is the velocity of the PPN system with respect to the preferred frame of the

theory, if one exists. Recall that in theories, such as scalar-tensor theories of gravity,
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that have α1,2,3 = ζ1,2,3,4 = 0 , global momentum and angular momentum are conserved

in asymptotically flat spacetime to high order in the post-Newtonian expansion [35].

Let us now consider how first to upgrade Eq. (5.38) for cosmological treatments, and

then how to translate it into a momentum constraint for the small-scale perturbations

Φ̂, Ψ̂ and B̂i to an FLRW spacetime. In addition to making α and γ functions of cosmic

time, we need to do the same to α1, α2, ξ and ζ1 . Note that there are very rough

constraints on the time variation of α, γ, αc and γc from lunar laser ranging [456], weak

lensing [457] and the CMB [182] respectively, but none on the rest of the parameters that

enter Eq. (5.38). These time-derivative constraints are summarised in Table 5.1, where

it should be noted that we have expressed derivatives not with respect to cosmic time but

with respect to the logarithm of a (i.e. the number of e-foldings N of the scale factor).

For completeness, we note also that inferred estimates of ΩΛ0 from CMB observations

give at the present day (a = 1), αc = (2.07± 0.03)H2
0 and γc = (−1.04± 0.02)H2

0 [182],

as the ΛCDM limit of the PPNC Friedmann equations tells us that in that context,

αc = −2γc = Λ . We will perform a much more detailed and rigorous Markov Chain

Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis of the time variation of the PPNC parameters in Chapter

6, using Planck measurements of the cosmic microwave background anisotropies.

Physical effect Parameter Constraint on derivative

Effective G α 0± 0.01 [456]

Spatial curvature γ 0± 0.1 [457]

Preferred locations ξ ——–

Momentum conservation ζ1 ——–

Preferred frames α1 ——–

Preferred frames α2 ——–

Cosmological effects αc (0.12± 0.25)H2
0 [182]

Cosmological effects γc (−0.06± 0.12)H2
0 [182]

Table 5.1: Rough observational estimates of the present-day derivatives with respect
to ln a of the coupling parameters that appear in the PPNC test metric.

We also require a contribution Bextra
i to take care of any novel vector contributions that

might need to be added to the RHS of Eq. (5.38) due to purely cosmological vector fields,

such as vector dark energy (as in e.g. [458]). One can think of this term as playing a

role equivalent to αc and γc, but for the vector rather than scalar sector.

We will use the transformations from Eqs. (5.5) and (5.6) to get from the equation

(5.38) for ∇2Bi (where it is important to stress that Bi has generically non-vanishing

divergence) to a divergenceless vector equation for ∇̂2B̂i, and a scalar equation for the

first time derivatives of Φ̂ and Ψ̂ . As the post-Newtonian expansion on which these

equations are based is expected to be valid on scales ≲ 100Mpc, this will give us the

“small scale” limit of the general parameterised momentum constraint equation. We
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will start by considering this equation in conservative theories of gravity, so that we do

not need to worry about preferred frame effects yet. Later, we will generalise the result

to non-conservative theories by carefully examining the preferred-frame effects that can

arise on cosmological scales.

The first step is to calculate B̂i in Newtonian gauge, in terms of Bi, Φ and Ψ . There-

fore, we must enforce that B̂i,i = 0, where the derivative is taken with respect to the

coordinates x̂i that define the canonical basis on the expanding FLRW system. Taking

the spatial divergence of Eq. (5.9), and enforcing the Newtonian gauge condition, gives

that the O(v3) gauge function in Eq. (5.5) must satisfy

∇̂2T = a2Bi,i + 6aȧ
(
Φ̂ + Ψ̂

)
+ 2aȧ

(
Φ̂ + Ψ̂

)
,i
x̂i + 5a2ȧä r̂2 , (5.40)

where we have also used the transformations (5.7) and (5.8) to rewrite Φ and Ψ in terms of

Φ̂ and Ψ̂ . In this equation, and henceforth, we use the convention that spatial derivatives

on a quantity are with respect to the set of coordinates with which that quantity is defined

(i.e. whether that object is defined with respect to a Minkowski or FLRW background

metric g
(0)
ab ). This means that “spatial” derivatives of hatted quantities are taken with

respect to x̂i, and unhatted quantities are differentiated spatially with respect to xi.

Next, we operate on Eq. (5.9) with the Laplacian ∇̂2, and substitute in the expres-

sion above for T . This gives us the following expression for the left-hand side of the

momentum constraint2 on small scales:

1

2a
∇̂2B̂i + 2

(
˙̂
Ψ +HΦ̂

)
,i

=
a

2

(
∇2Bi −Bj,ji

)
+H δij x̂

j ∇̂2
(
Φ̂ + Ψ̂

)
(5.41)

−H x̂j
(
Φ̂ + Ψ̂

)
,ij

+ 2
˙̂
Ψ,i − 2H Ψ̂,i .

First, we need to deal with the Bi terms on the RHS. We cannot really solve for Bi in

closed form without the key PPN assumption of asymptotic flatness. However, we can

essentially define the solution, by writing new implicit definitions for the superpotential

χ and post-Newtonian vector potential Vi as ∇2χ = −2U and ∇2Vi = −4πρvi . Then,

upon setting α1 = α2 = ζ1 = 0 , as per the assumption of fully conservative gravity, Eq.

(5.38) can be integrated to

Bi = −2 (α+ γ)Vi +
1

2
(α+ 2ξ) χ̇,i +Bextra

i , (5.42)

which shows how the additional cosmological vector term Bextra
i , whose need we described

earlier, enters into the formalism.

2By this, we mean the desired combination of expansion, shear, vorticity and acceleration that appears
on the LHS of Eq. (5.36).
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Taking the Laplacian of Eq. (5.42) with respect to the expanding coordinates, and sub-

stituting the result into Eq. (5.41), we get our first equation for the FLRW perturbations

directly in terms of the momentum density ρvi of matter fields,

1

2a
∇̂2B̂i + 2

(
˙̂
Ψ +HΦ̂

)
,i

= 4πGa(α+ γ)ρvi + a(α+ γ)Vj,ji (5.43)

+Hx̂j
[
δij∇̂2(Φ̂ + Ψ̂)−

(
Φ̂ + Ψ̂

)
,ij

]

+2
˙̂
Ψ,i − 2HΨ̂,i +

a

2

(
∇2Bextra

i −Bextra
j,ji

)
,

which at this stage is not especially illuminating.

To proceed further it is useful to rewrite the term containing the factor Vj,ji . We do this

by splitting the velocity vi into a background part Hxi that is purely due to the Hubble

flow and a peculiar velocity δvi, such that vi = Hxi + δvi. It is crucial to emphasise

that unlike in cosmological perturbation theory, where the inhomogeneous term δvi is

much smaller than the homogeneous Hubble flow term, in the post-Newtonian regime

the contributions Hxi and δvi are of the same post-Newtonian order, because they both

contain one power of the characteristic slow-motion scale v . Having made this splitting

of the velocity field, we can split V i similarly, into components due to the background

and peculiar velocities, such that Vi = V̄i + δVi, where

∇2V̄i ≡ −4πGρHxjδij and ∇2δVi ≡ −4πGρ δvi . (5.44)

The former of these implicit definitions allows for the solution V̄ i = HxjδijU + Hχ,i ,

which can easily be verified by explicit differentiation. In the second term here, the

spatial derivative should be understood to be taken with respect to the Minkowski xi

coordinates, not the FLRW x̂i coordinates.

Making a similar split of the Newtonian potential U into contributions from the homo-

geneous and inhomogeneous parts, i.e. taking ρ = ρ̄+ δρ, allows us to write

∇2U = −4πGρ = −4πGρ̄− 4πGδρ ≡ ∇2Ū +∇2δU , (5.45)

where the last equality provides implicit definitions for Ū and δU . One can then triv-

ially write down the solution for the homogeneous part of the Newtonian potential as

Ū = −2πρ̄r2/3 . Subtracting ∇2Ū off from ∇2U , one then has immediately that the cos-

mological perturbations to the FLRW geometry are linearly proportional δU , namely

Φ̂ = α δU and Ψ̂ = γ δU . These expressions, together with the continuity equation

ρ̇+ (ρvi),i = 0, allow us to derive the useful identities

α δVi,i = − ˙̂
Φ−HΦ̂ +

α̇

α
Φ̂ and γ δVi,i = − ˙̂

Ψ−HΨ̂ +
γ̇

γ
Ψ̂ , (5.46)
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which can be compared with the identity Vi,i = −U̇ that exists in the classic PPN

formalism [35], as we mentioned in Section 4.2.2. That identity does not hold in our

approach, because it relies on the integral form of the post-Newtonian potentials that is

a consequence of asymptotic flatness for isolated astrophysical systems.

The part V̄i = HxjδijU +Hχ,i of the post-Newtonian vector potential that depends on

the Hubble flow is then split further as

V̄i = HxjδijŪ +HxjδijδU +Hχ̄,i +Hδχ,i , (5.47)

where ∇2χ̄ = −2Ū and ∇2δχ = −2δU . This gives

V̄j,j = 3HŪ +HδU +Hax̂jδU,j , (5.48)

whence

V̄j,ji = −4πGρ̄Hax̂jδij + 2HδU,i +Hax̂jδU,ij . (5.49)

Putting the results (5.46–5.49) together on the RHS of Eq. (5.43), we find that all the

terms involving the Hubble flow Hax̂i cancel out from the equations of motion. This

is a relief, because the origin of the spatial coordinate system for the homogeneous and

isotropic FLRW background metric should be arbitrary.

Specifically, we find that the momentum constraint for the post-Newtonian perturbations

to FLRW spacetime is

1

2a
∇̂2B̂i + 2

(
˙̂
Ψ +HΦ̂

)
,i

= 4πG (α+ γ) aρ δvi −
[(

˙̂
Φ− ˙̂

Ψ
)
−H

(
Φ̂− Ψ̂

)

− α̇
α
Φ̂− γ̇

γ
Ψ̂
]
,i
+

1

2
a
[
∇2Bextra

i −Bextra
j,ji

]
, (5.50)

where we stress that the coefficient ρ of the peculiar velocity δvi is the entire nonlinear

energy density of non-relativistic matter, not just its homogeneous part ρ̄ . This can be

straightforwardly split into a scalar part

2Ψ̂′
,i + 2HΦ̂,i = 4πG (α+ γ) [ρv̂i]

S a2 (5.51)

−
[(

Φ̂− Ψ̂
)′

−H
(
Φ̂− Ψ̂

)
− α′

α
Φ̂− γ′

γ
Ψ̂
]
,i
,

and a divergenceless vector part

∇̂2B̂i = 8πG (α+ γ) [ρv̂i]
V a2 + ∇̂2B̂extra

i , (5.52)

where ∇̂2B̂extra
i ≡ a2(∇2Bextra

i −Bextra
j,ji ) is manifestly a divergence-free vector, and where

v̂i = δvi is exactly what we typically think of in cosmology as a peculiar velocity:
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the velocity of the matter fluid with respect to the comoving coordinate basis, given a

particular choice of gauge, which in our case is the Newtonian gauge. In each of these

two expressions we have used the superscripts S and V to indicate that we intend them

to correspond respectively to the scalar or divergenceless-vector part of the object within

the square brackets. We have also converted all time derivatives in these expressions into

conformal time, so that the equations can be compared readily to the results obtained

from linear cosmological perturbation theory in General Relativity. On linear scales,

one could replace ρv̂i with ρ̄v̂i , and then use a scalar velocity potential to remove the

indices in the scalar part of the equation. However, our results do not make perturbative

assumptions about δρ, with ρ receiving inhomogeneous contributions, so this should not

be done in general.

Before we go on, let us note that the scalar equation (5.51) can be rewritten in a form

that will be especially useful for unifying our small-scale result with the large-scale result

that we will derive in the next section. To achieve this, we recall that the function µ we

defined in the all-scales Hamiltonian constraint (5.31) is equal to γ on small scales, where

Φ̂ and Ψ̂ are respectively given by α δU and γ δU . Thus, Eq. (5.51) can be expressed as

Ψ̂′
,i +HΦ̂,i = 4πGa2 µ [ρv̂i]

S +

(
α− γ

γ
+

d ln γ

d ln a

)
H Ψ̂,i (5.53)

−
(
α− γ

2

)[
δU ′

,i +HδU,i − 4πGa2 [ρv̂i]
S
]
.

Taking the conformal time derivative of the equation ∇̂2δU = −4πGa2 δρ , and using the

continuity equation to deal with the term δρ′ , one sees that the combination in square

brackets on the second line vanishes identically. Hence, the scalar part of the momentum

constraint on small scales can be written more compactly as

Ψ̂′
,i +HΦ̂,i = 4π a2 µ [ρv̂i]

S + G H Ψ̂,i , (5.54)

where we see that the term

G =
α− γ

γ
+

d ln γ

d ln a
(5.55)

is exactly zero in GR, and is therefore an entirely novel term that can arise in MG

theories due to a difference between the PPN parameters α and γ , and/or the evolution

of γ over cosmic history.

The equations (5.54) and (5.52) provide the full, theory-independent, momentum con-

straint equation on small scales, for conservative theories of gravity. They are valid in

regions of arbitrarily high densities, as long as the gravitational fields are weak enough

that a post-Newtonian analysis does not break down (which in cosmology is a very safe

assumption, unless one is considering compact objects). Note that although the PPN
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parameter ξ is allowed to be non-zero in this class of theories, it appears in neither the

scalar nor the vector part of our parameterised momentum constraint equation.

This is our first step towards the momentum constraint on small cosmological scales. Let

us now consider how the results we have obtained are generalised in non-conservative the-

ories of gravity, which can exhibit violation of global conservation laws at post-Newtonian

order. Moreover, such theories can display preferred-frame effects. These effects do not

matter for the scalar perturbations Φ̂ and Ψ̂ to FLRW spacetime, because they are both

invariant under local Lorentz boosts at post-Newtonian order, but they are important for

the frame-dragging divergenceless vector perturbation B̂i , which is not boost-invariant.

5.2.2 Incorporating preferred-frame effects

Let us now consider how the PPNC vector equation (5.52) changes when we go from con-

servative to non-conservative theories of gravity, in which the PPN parameters {α1, α2, ζ1}
are allowed to be non-zero. To do this, let us suppose that the perturbed Minkowski co-

ordinate system
(
t, xi

)
, and its perturbed FLRW counterpart

(
t̂, x̂i

)
, are comoving with

the preferred frame of the theory, so that the preferred-frame potential φPF
i vanishes.

Then, Eq. (5.42) generalises to

Bi = −2 (α+ γ)Vi +
1

2
(α+ α2 − ζ1 + 2ξ) χ̇,i +Bextra

i . (5.56)

Performing the transformation Bi −→ B̂i according to Eq. (5.9), and again using the

gauge function T to ensure that B̂i satisfies the Newtonian gauge condition B̂i,i = 0 , we

get that

∇̂2B̂i = 8πG
(
α+ γ +

α1

4

)
[ρv̂i]

V a2 + 2πGα1a
2H
[
ρ x̂i
]V

+ ∇̂2B̂extra
i , (5.57)

where it is notable that only α1 is retained in the cosmological version of this equation,

with α2 and ζ1 both being removed by the imposition that B̂i is divergenceless.

The term 2πα1a
2Hρ x̂i on the RHS appears physically problematic as it introduces a

spurious dependence of B̂i on the chosen location of the origin of the spatial coordinates

x̂i . As we have not specified a particular configuration of matter, or any symmetries

beyond those of the background, it is hard to see how such a term could possibly be per-

mitted, even in theories with preferred frames. Indeed, in the canonical example gravity

theories of this kind, which are vector-tensor theories, the preferred frame is usually

thought of as corresponding to the frame in which the cosmological vector field has no

spatial component, i.e. Aa =
(
A0, 0, 0, 0

)
[252, 458]. It ought to be true by definition

that an observer congruence comoving with the cosmic expansion should not measure

preferred-frame effects resulting precisely from that expansion. We will therefore remove
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the anomalous coordinate-dependent term from Eq. (5.57), by altering the original PPN

equation (5.38) to subtract off the Hubble flow from the Lorentz-violating contribution

proportional to α1 , so that the Lorentz-violating term in the equation is sourced only

by peculiar velocities. That is, we have

∇2Bi = 8πG (α+ γ) ρ vi + 2πGα1 ρ δvi − (α+ α2 − ζ1 + 2ξ)U,ti +∇2Bextra
i , (5.58)

where δvi = vi − δijHx
j , and where we have again taken φPF

i to be zero for now. In

the classic PPN situation familiar from astrophysical tests of gravity, the Hubble flow

term δijHx
j is negligible compared to vi , and so the need to subtract it off does not

arise. Transforming again into the cosmological coordinate system, this adjustment to

the PPN system results in

∇̂2B̂i = 8πG
(
α+ γ +

α1

4

)
[ρv̂i]

V a2 + ∇̂2B̂extra
i . (5.59)

It is conceivable that similar changes may need to be made for the term that couples

with α2, as this is also a preferred-frame parameter, but as this parameter does not

appear in the cosmological equations at the order we are studying we will not concern

ourselves with it here.

Now, let us turn our attention to the form this equation takes if we transform away from

the preferred frame, so that the local post-Newtonian coordinate system is in motion

with respect to the preferred frame. This, of course, will be the general situation - there is

no particular reason for any given small-scale astrophysical system to be comoving with

a globally defined frame that is “preferred” by the underlying theory of gravity. We will

generate the new form of this equation by performing a Lorentz boost in the perturbed

Minkowski description of the spacetime, from the preferred frame with 4-velocity uaPF to

some arbitrary ua . The corresponding perturbed FLRW descriptions, before and after

the boost, can then be determined by using the transformations from Eqs. (5.5) and

(5.6).

This process is displayed schematically in Fig. 5.1, where the transformation from a

perturbed FLRW geometry in the preferred frame to the general frame is indicated

by the black arrow from the top-right corner to the bottom-right corner, and which is

equivalent to the three transformations around the other sides of the square, collectively

denoted by the blue arrow. That is exactly what we are trying to do:

1. Start off with the form (5.52) of the perturbed-FLRW equation for B̂i in conser-

vative theories.

2. Transform back to the perturbed Minkowski system, where we can define the

preferred-frame effects that are introduced in non-conservative theories.
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3. Perform a local Lorentz boost in perturbed Minkowski spacetime, to identify how

the perturbations to Minkowski spacetime are affected under some boost by the

coordinate velocity wi with respect to the preferred frame.

4. Transform into expanding coordinates to obtain the new equation for B̂i in non-

conservative theories.

L

E

L

E

Non-expanding coordinates

Preferred frame

Expanding coordinates

General frame

Figure 5.1: A schematic of the transformations between perturbed Minkowski and
perturbed FLRW geometries, and transformations between the preferred frame and
general frames. Lorentz transformations are labelled L, and E denotes transformations

between non-expanding and expanding backgrounds.

We have already discussed the transformations between expanding and static back-

grounds, corresponding to the top and bottom of the square in Fig. 5.1, in Section

5.1. The Lorentz boost between two different coordinate systems covering Minkowski

spacetime, corresponding to the left side of the square, are given by the standard ex-

pressions:

t → t

(
1 +

1

2
w2 +

3

8
w4

)
+

(
1 +

1

2
w2

)
xiwi +O(w5) , (5.60)

xi → xi +

(
1 +

1

2
w2

)
t wi +

1

2
xjwjw

i +O(w4) . (5.61)

The effects of these on the perturbations to Minkowski spacetime are

Φ → Φ , Ψ → Ψ , and Bi → Bi − 2wi(Φ + Ψ) , (5.62)

which justifies our earlier claim that Φ and Ψ are boost-invariant at post-Newtonian

order, but Bi is not.
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Transforming back to expanding coordinates after performing this boost, and ensuring

yet again that the gauge function T is chosen to preserve the Newtonian gauge condition,

we find that

∇̂2B̂i = 8πG (α+ γ) [ρv̂i]
V a2 + 2πGα1 [ρ (v̂i + ŵi)]

V a2 + ∇̂2B̂extra
i , (5.63)

where ŵi is the coordinate velocity of the comoving coordinate system relative to the

preferred frame (for example, if the preferred frame is set up to coincide with the Hubble

flow, then ŵi vanishes). This is the general form of the vector part of the parameterised

momentum constraint equation on small scales, written entirely in terms of quantities

defined in a perturbed FLRW cosmology in Newtonian gauge.

As one would expect from the usual interpretation of each of the PPN parameters in the

standard PPN formalism, ŵi does not enter into the terms that couple with α and γ .

This follows from the fact that α and γ are the Geff and “spatial curvature” parameters

that are present in standard, conservative, theories of gravity (e.g. α = γ = 1 in GR),

rather than being associated with any exotic preferred-frame effects that may arise in

non-conservative gravity theories.

It should be noted that in order to avoid the presence of another unphysical term of the

form δijHx̂j , we have adjusted the preferred frame potential φPF
i so that it too depends

only on the velocity of the preferred frame relative to the Hubble flow, δwi = wi−δijHxj ,
just like we did for the α1 term that arose within the preferred frame. That is, we have

redefined φPF
i to satisfy

∇2φPF
i = 2πGα1 ρ δwi + 2α2 δw

j U,ij , (5.64)

which should be compared directly with the classic PPN definition given by Eq. (5.39).

This concludes our discussion of the gravitational effects of momentum densities on small-

scale perturbations to an homogeneous and isotropic cosmology, in the PPNC approach.

In the next section, we will consider those effects on very large scales, above the Hubble

horizon.

5.2.3 Super-horizon scales

We now focus on extending our parameterised equations up to super-horizon scales.

Much of this will rely on the separate universe approach to cosmological perturbations

that we discussed in Section 5.1, and which was pioneered in a theory-independent way by

Bertschinger [358]. Recall that using this approach, one could derive the Raychaudhuri

and Hamiltonian constraint equations, Eqs. (5.30) and (5.28) respectively, for super-

horizon perturbations in the PPNC formalism [451]. Now, we consider how it can be
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applied to the momentum constraint equation on those scales. In order to do this, we

will need to consider the effects of super-horizon peculiar velocity perturbations. We can

split a peculiar velocity v̂i into scalar and vector parts, v̂i = v̂Si + v̂i , where v̂i,i = 0 and

v̂Si = V,i . Let us deal with the scalar and vector parts, that source the scalar and vector

perturbations separately at linear order according to the SVT decomposition, in turn.

Let us start with the scalars. These can be dealt with by considering the effect of a boost

in the coordinates (τ, x̂i) of the expanding FLRW spacetime, such that we transform to

new coordinates

τ∗ = γ(v̂) [τ − v̂x̂] = τ − v̂x̂+ 1
2 v̂

2τ + ... (5.65)

x̂∗ = γ(v̂) [x̂− v̂τ̂ ] = x̂− v̂τ + 1
2 v̂

2x̂+ ... , (5.66)

and ŷ∗ = ŷ and ẑ∗ = ẑ, where v̂ is the velocity of the boost in the x̂-direction. The

conformal part of the metric is unchanged by this transformation, while the scale factor

becomes

a2(τ∗) ≃ a2(τ) [1− 2v̂Hx̂] . (5.67)

Hence, the line-element for our geometry becomes

ds2 = a2(τ)
[
− (1− 2HV ) dτ2 + (1− 2HV )

{
dx̂2 + dŷ2 + dẑ2

}]
, (5.68)

where V = v̂x̂ is the scalar velocity potential. This is equivalent to the following pair of

scalar perturbations:

Φ̂ = HV and Ψ̂ = −HV . (5.69)

Constructing the left-hand side of the momentum constraint equation therefore gives

that on super-horizon scales we must have

Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂ =
(
H2 −H′)V . (5.70)

Inserting the parameterised Friedmann equations (5.17) and (5.18), this can equivalently

be expressed as

Ψ̂′
,i +HΦ̂,i =

4πG

3
(α+ 2γ)ρ̄v̂Si a

2 − 1

3
(αc + 2γc)v̂

S
i a

2 , (5.71)

where we have generalised this expression to an arbitrary boost direction by taking

V,i = v̂Si . This result can be seen to be consistent with the scalar Hamiltonian constraint

and Raychaudhuri equations, derived using Bertschinger’s separate universe treatment,

and the large-scale momentum conservation equation, which we take as evidence of the

validity of our approach.
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Using the integrability condition (5.20), Eq. (5.71) gives finally that on super-horizon

scales,

(
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

)
,i

= 4πGa2
[
γ − 1

3

dγ

d ln a
+

1

12πGρ̄

dγc
d ln a

]
ρ̄ v̂Si (5.72)

= 4πGa2µ ρ̄ v̂Si ,

where we have identified the combination of PPNC parameters in the first line as being

precisely the same combination that gives the large-scale (L −→ ∞) limit of the coupling

function µ(τ, L) that enters into the all-scales Hamiltonian constraint (5.31).

We can put together Eq. (5.72) and the small-scale momentum constraint (5.54) into a

single equation that is valid on all cosmological scales,

Ψ̂′
,i +HΦ̂,i = 4πGµ [ρv̂i]

S a2 + GHΨ̂,i , (5.73)

where G = G (τ, L) is assumed to be a smooth function of time and spatial scale, with

limits

lim
L→0

G =
α− γ

γ
+

d ln γ

d ln a
, and lim

L→∞
G = 0 . (5.74)

We remind the reader that µ is a smooth function of τ and L that varies between small

and large scale limits given by Eqs. (5.33) and (5.34). It is intended that in the super-

horizon limit the combination ρv̂i should be understood as approaching ρ̄v̂i, as in this

limit the density contrast is assumed to be perturbatively small.

It is worth remembering that the function G vanishes at all times and on all scales for the

case of GR with a cosmological constant, in which case α = γ = 1 . This will not be the

case in general though, and for modified theories of gravity it is expected that G ≠ 0 on

small scales. Näıvely, one can think of a positive GHΨ̂,i term on the RHS as effectively

reducing the damping term HΦ̂,i on the LHS of the momentum constraint, and therefore

driving faster growth in Ψ̂ . The importance of the G coupling function will be discussed

at length in Chapter 6, where we will find that it can introduce phenomenology in the

CMB temperature anisotropies that deviates substantially from the behaviour expected

in the ΛCDM concordance model.

The use of a single new modifying function G, with no other terms appearing on the

RHS other than the momentum density term and the novel term GHΨ̂,i , is justified by

the fact that no other terms could be produced in either the post-Newtonian regime or

the regime of linear cosmological perturbations. In a parameterised framework such as

PPNC, we do not change anything about the potentials on the LHS: the form of the LHS

of the equation is entirely prescribed by the Einstein tensor at the relevant orders in v and
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δ , depending on the context. In the post-Newtonian regime, power-counting in v tells us

that the only scalar objects that can possibly arise on the RHS at O(v3) are the scalar

part of the momentum density ρvSi , time derivatives of scalar perturbations, and scalar

perturbations multiplied by H . Because Φ̂ and Ψ̂ are related on these scales simply by

the ratio α/γ , there is no need for any additional terms of the form Φ̂′ orHΦ̂ on the right

hand side. In the CPT regime, it is again only these terms that can arise at linear order

in the smallness parameter ϵ ∼ δ , and in fact the situation is even simpler because [ρv̂i]
S

just becomes ρ̄v̂Si . Therefore, it is safe to assume that, given we expect the presence of

an intermediate regime in which both the post-Newtonian and linear CPT expansions

hold, the form of Eq. (5.73) is entirely sufficient to describe the momentum constraint

for scalar perturbations on all scales in parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology.

Let us now move on to the constraint equation for the divergenceless vector perturbation

B̂i on very large scales. In order to construct a divergenceless vector version of the

momentum constraint equation for super-horizon scales, let us now consider the case

where we rotate our spatial coordinates, rather than boosting. This will produce an

apparent vortical motion in the fluid that fills the spacetime, as illustrated in Fig. 5.2.

M

σξ(p2)

σξ(p1)

gab(p2)

gab(p1)

ξa(p1)

ξa(p2)

p1

p2

p′1

p′2

gab(p
′
2) = gab(p2)

gab(p
′
1) = gab(p1)

ξa

ξa

M

M̄

M̄′χa

p p′

xa
xa

∆(p)
(∆′)−1(xa)

na
∗ = δaτ∗

na = δaτ

v̂i(τ)
Ω(τ)

1

Figure 5.2: Rotating coordinates by a time-dependent angle Ω induces the divergence-
less vector 3-velocity perturbation v̂i in the cosmological fluid, which can be ascribed
to a divergenceless vector perturbation B̂i to the FLRW metric. Depicted here are

spacelike hypersurfaces of constant τ and τ∗ .

In order to induce this perturbation we rotate coordinates by the angle Ω = Ω(τ), such

that

x̂∗ = x̂ cosΩ + ŷ sinΩ , ŷ∗ = ŷ cosΩ− x̂ sinΩ , (5.75)

with ẑ∗ = ẑ and τ∗ = τ , and we interpret the x∗a coordinates as the canonical coordinate

basis (which is perturbatively close to xa) on a different FLRW cosmology. Putting this
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into the line element of a spatially flat FLRW geometry gives us

ds2 = a2(τ∗)
[
−dτ∗2 + dx̂2∗ + dŷ2∗ + dẑ2∗

]
(5.76)

= a2(τ)
[
−dτ2 + dx̂2 + dŷ2 + dẑ2

]
+ 2a2(τ)

dΩ

dτ
(ŷdx̂− x̂dŷ) dτ ,

where we have taken Ω = Ω(τ) and expanded to leading order in dΩ/dτ . Comparing

this to a linearly perturbed FLRW geometry allows us to identify that the metric in

the rotated coordinate system is automatically in Newtonian gauge, and that we have

induced a divergenceless vector perturbation

B̂i =
dΩ

dτ
(ŷ,−x̂, 0) = −v̂i , (5.77)

where v̂i is the divergenceless vector part of the fluid’s 3-velocity in the rotating coordi-

nates. Clearly there is nothing special about the direction of the axis of rotation in this

example, so we expect the result B̂i = −v̂i to be valid in general.

Combining our result with the relevant prefactor allows us to write down a straight-

forward equation for the divergenceless vector part of the super-horizon momentum

constraint:

2
(
H′ −H2

)
B̂i = −2

(
H′ −H2

)
v̂i , (5.78)

or, equivalently, using Eqs. (5.17) and (5.18),

2
(
H′ −H2

)
B̂i =

8πG

3
(α+ 2γ)ρ̄ v̂i a

2 − 2

3
(αc + 2γc)v̂i a

2 . (5.79)

The right hand side here is of exactly the same form as the scalar part of the super-

horizon momentum constraint equation, Eq. (5.71), which gives us confidence in its

validity. Just like in the scalar case, we can group the PPN parameters to give that on

super-horizon scales

2
(
H′ −H2

)
B̂i = 4πGa2 µ ρ̄ vi , (5.80)

with µ equal to its L −→ ∞ value given by Eq. (5.34).

We can now see that it is possible to write Eq. (5.79) together with the small-scale

vector equation (5.63) in the unified form

2
(
H′ −H2

)
B̂i +

1

2
∇̂2B̂i = 8πG(µ+Q) [ρv̂i]

V a2 + α1 πG [ρŵi]
V a2 , (5.81)

where µ is again given by Eqs. (5.33) and (5.34), and we have introduced a new smooth

coupling function Q(τ, L), which has the limits

lim
L→0

Q =
α− γ

2
+
α1

8
and lim

L→∞
Q = 0 . (5.82)
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Again, the quantity [ρv̂i]
V should be understood to reduce to ρ̄v̂i on large scales, when the

density contrast becomes perturbatively small. The novel coupling function Q vanishes

identically in GR, when α = γ = 1 and α1 = 0, but is not expected to be zero on small

scales in generic modified theories of gravity. We have set B̂extra
i = 0, as it is not required

for any of the MG theories we consider in this thesis, as we will demonstrate in the next

section. Note that there are no preferred-frame effects on super-horizon scales, with Q
vanishing for L −→ 0 just as G does. This is entirely expected, because on these scales

the evolution of perturbations is prescribed by the background (hence the validity of the

separate-universe approach [358, 455]).

As it was for the scalar equation (5.73), it is straightforward to see why the form of the

vector equation (5.81) is exhaustive3. On small scales, the only divergenceless vectors

that can possibly appear will be sourced by either [ρv̂i]
V or [ρŵi]

V . On large scales,

the only vector momentum term that is allowed is ρ̄v̂i . According to the entire ethos of

a parameterised framework, we do not change the form of the LHS, which is the most

general form of the relevant Einstein tensor component G i
0 that can appear in both CPT

and the post-Newtonian regime. The only things that we can change are the couplings

to matter fields on the RHS, and there are no other objects that could be coupled to

that have the right post-Newtonian or perturbative order.

The scalar and vector PPNC equations (5.73) and (5.81) are the central results of this

section. Now, we will demonstrate their applicability, using two example modified theo-

ries of gravity and one other model of dark energy.

5.2.4 Application to example theories

Having derived our parameterised momentum constraint equations, we will now show

how they work for some example theories of modified gravity and dark energy. This

requires determining the PPNC parameters for each theory, and then demonstrating

that inputting these into our equations results in the correct small and large-scale limits

of their weak-field theory.

Before we proceed with the worked examples, it will prove useful to collect together some

general results about super-horizon adiabatic perturbations, that are true in any metric

theory of gravity. The salient point is the definition of an adiabatic perturbation, which

states that the gauge-invariant entropy perturbation SXY between any two scalars X

and Y vanishes:

SXY := H
(
δX

X̄ ′ −
δY

Ȳ ′

)
= 0. (5.83)

3With the notable exception of Bextra
i , which we have removed as discussed.
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Moreover, the separate-universe approach tells us that for adiabatic perturbations on

super-horizon scales, we have δρ = −3HV ρ̄ . As a consequence,

δρ

ρ̄′
=

Ψ̂

H , and therefore
δX

X̄ ′ =
Ψ̂

H , (5.84)

for any scalars X that appear in the theory. It is also useful to recall that the scalar

part of the relativistic Euler equation in linear CPT is

V ′ +HV − Φ̂ = 0 . (5.85)

Let us now consider our example theories of gravity and dark energy, in increasing order

of mathematical complexity.

Quintessence

Let us start with quintessence, which refers to a scalar field, ϕ, that couples minimally

to gravity. Because of this minimal coupling, quintessence should be thought of as a

model for dark energy, rather than a modified theory of gravity. The full action for a

quintessence model is [216]

S =

∫
d4x

√−g
[

R

16πG
− 1

2
gab∇aϕ∇bϕ− V (ϕ)

]
+ Sm (ψ, gab) , (5.86)

where ψ denotes matter fields. The field equations are

Gab = 8πGTab + 8πG

(
gab

[
−1

2
gcd∇cϕ∇dϕ− V (ϕ)

]
+∇aϕ∇bϕ

)
, (5.87)

and the Klein-Gordon equation

□ϕ =
dV

dϕ
. (5.88)

Performing a post-Newtonian expansion about Minkowski spacetime gives the PPNC

parameters,

α = γ = 1 , (5.89)

γc = −4πG

((
ϕ̄′
)2

2a2
+ V (ϕ̄)

)
, and αc = −8πG

((
ϕ̄′
)2

a2
− V (ϕ̄)

)
,

where ϕ̄ is the time-dependent background value of ϕ, and α1 = α2 = ξ = ζ1 = 0. The

fact that the standard PPN parameters are all equal to their GR values follows from the

fact that quintessence theories are minimally coupled. Thus, in astrophysical settings,

where the time variation of ϕ̄ is irrelevant, the results of a post-Newtonian expansion are
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equivalent to those for the standard Einstein equations Gab = 8πGTab . The cosmological

parameters αc and γc can be seen easily upon inserting an FLRW metric ansatz into Eq.

(5.87) . Let us now examine the CPT equations in quintessence models, in order to show

that they are correctly described by the PPNC framework.

• Small scales: applying the parameter values above to Eqs. (5.73) and (5.81), we

find
1

2
∇̂2B̂i + 2

[
Ψ̂ +HΦ̂

]
,i
= 8πGρv̂ia

2 , (5.90)

where the scalar and vector parts can be extracted trivially. This is just the stan-

dard GR result, with no effect from either the homogeneous ϕ̄(t) or the inhomoge-

neous perturbation δϕ(τ, x̂i) ∼ v2 . It now remains to show that this is the same

equation one would obtain from performing a direct post-Newtonian expansion of

Eq. (5.87). For this, we can note that the Klein-Gordon equation can be expanded

to give
1

a2
(
ϕ̄′′ + 3Hϕ̄′

)
= −dV (ϕ̄)

dϕ
and ∇̂2δϕ = 0 , (5.91)

where we have separated out the leading-order part of this equation into its back-

ground and inhomogeneous parts, but it should be noted that these parts appear

at the same perturbative order in the post-Newtonian hierarchy, unlike in cosmo-

logical perturbation theory.

As the inhomogeneous equation has no source terms, this implies that the leading-

order part of the quintessence field in the post-Newtonian expansion must be ho-

mogeneous, which in turn means that all contributions from the scalar field to the

leading-order part of the G0i field equation must vanish on small scales 4. We

are therefore led to an equation that is identical to Eq. (5.90), from our direct

analysis of the field equations (5.87), which verifies our parameterised equation for

this example.

• Large scales: for super-horizon scales, the parameterised scalar equation (5.73)

becomes

Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂ = 4πG ρ̄ a2 V + 4πG ϕ̄′2 V . (5.92)

This can be compared to the equation for scalar super-horizon perturbations, de-

rived directly from the modified Einstein equation (5.87),

Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂ = 4πG ρ̄ a2 V − 4πG ϕ̄′ δϕ. (5.93)

It can be seen that these two equations are identical provided that δϕ = −V ϕ̄′ ,
which is guaranteed by the combination of the adiabatic condition (5.84) and the

4See Ref. [454] for a more detailed discussion of this phenomenon.
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Euler equation (5.85). The parameterised scalar momentum constraint on super-

horizon scales is therefore identical to what is obtained from directly expanding

the field equations (5.87).

The divergenceless vector part is even simpler: the super-horizon limit of our

general result (5.81) follows immediately from the field equations. Hence, we have

shown that our parameterised momentum constraint equation correctly reproduces

all of the results that one would obtain from directly dealing with the quintessence

model of dark energy, in both the scalar and divergenceless vector parts of the

theory, and on both large and small limits. We therefore have our first explicit

verification of its validity5.

Brans-Dicke theory

Let us now consider Brans-Dicke theory [300], which is a scalar-tensor theory of the

Bergmann-Wagoner [308, 309] type (4.3), with the potential Λ(ϕ) = 0 and the coupling

function ω(ϕ) just equal to a constant ω . The field equations are given by Eqs. (4.4)

and (4.5). It is worth noting that for the Brans-Dicke case, the generalised Klein-Gordon

equation (4.5) can be written in a simplified form,

□ϕ =
8πG

3 + 2ω
T , (5.94)

where T is the trace of the energy-momentum tensor.

The relevant post-Newtonian parameters for this theory are

α =
4 + 2ω

3 + 2ω

1

ϕ̄
, γ =

2 + 2ω

3 + 2ω

1

ϕ̄
, and α1 = α2 = ξ = ζ1 = 0 , (5.95)

with additional cosmological parameters

αc =
1

a2

[
− ϕ̄

′′

ϕ̄
+H ϕ̄′

ϕ̄
− ω

(
ϕ̄′

ϕ̄

)2
]

and γc = − 1

2a2

[
ϕ̄

′′

ϕ̄
−H ϕ̄′

ϕ̄
+
ω

2

(
ϕ̄′

ϕ̄

)2
]
. (5.96)

The Friedmann equations can be obtained by applying these PPNC parameter values

to Eqs. (5.17) and (5.18). Let us now carry out for the Brans-Dicke theory the same

exercise we did for the quintessence model of dark energy, in order to verify that the

PPNC formalism produces the correct results, that can be obtained from the equations

of motion of the theory themselves.

5The validity of the PPNC Hamiltonian constraint and Raychaudhuri equations for both quintessence
and the Brans-Dicke scalar-tensor theory was demonstrated by Sanghai & Clifton in Ref. [450].
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• Small scales: using the Brans-Dicke PPNC parameters, we can immediately write

down the scalar part of the PPNC momentum constraint (5.73) on small scales as

2
(
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

)
,i
= 8πG

1

ϕ̄

2 + 2ω

3 + 2ω
[ρv̂i]

S a2 + 2

(
1

1 + ω
− ϕ̄′

Hϕ̄

)
HΨ̂,i , (5.97)

and the divergenceless vector part (5.81) as

∇̂2B̂i =
16πGa2

ϕ̄
[ρv̂i]

V . (5.98)

Let us now show that a direct post-Newtonian expansion of the G0i component of

the field equations (4.4) generates the same results.

Focusing on the scalar part of Eq. (4.4) gives

2
[
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

]
,i
=

8πGa2

ϕ̄
[ρv̂i]

S +
1

ϕ̄

[
Hδϕ− Φ̂ϕ̄′ − δϕ′

]
,i
− ωϕ̄′

ϕ̄2
δϕ,i. (5.99)

To deal with the terms involving δϕ, let us note that a post-Newtonian expansion

of the scalar field equation (5.94) tells us that

∇̂2δϕ = − 8πG

3 + 2ω
δρ a2 , which implies δϕ =

ϕ̄

1 + ω
Ψ̂ . (5.100)

Using this result, we get that in Brans-Dicke theory, we have on small scales

2
(
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

)
,i

=
8πGa2

ϕ̄
[ρv̂i]

S − 1

1 + ω
Ψ̂′
,i (5.101)

+

[
1

1 + ω
− 3 + 2ω

1 + ω

ϕ̄′

Hϕ̄

]
HΨ̂,i .

Finally, we can use the Poisson equation for Ψ̂ and the continuity equation to

obtain

Ψ̂′
,i =

4πGa2

ϕ̄

2 + 2ω

3 + 2ω
[ρv̂i]

S − ϕ̄′

ϕ̄
Ψ̂,i −HΨ̂,i , (5.102)

whence it can be seen that replacing Ψ̂′
,i in Eq. (5.101) leads it to reduce to Eq.

(5.97).

Hence, we have verified our parameterised equation (5.73) in this case. We have

also verified that the divergenceless vector part of Eq. (4.4) correctly reproduces

Eq. (5.98), which follows straightforwardly as there are no direct contributions

from the scalar field to the divergenceless vector part of the G0i equation: it enters

only through the combination α+ γ = 2/ϕ̄ .
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• Large scales: On super-horizon scales, the parameterised scalar equation (5.73)

can be written

2
[
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

]
=

8πG ρ̄ a2

ϕ̄
V +

[
−2H ϕ̄′

ϕ̄
+
ϕ̄

′′

ϕ̄
+ ω

(
ϕ̄′

ϕ̄

)2
]
V , (5.103)

where we have made use of the background equation for the scalar field (5.94),

which reads

ϕ̄
′′
+ 2Hϕ̄ =

8πGρ̄a2

3 + 2ω
. (5.104)

For adiabatic perturbations, Eqs. (5.84) and (3.22) give

δϕ

ϕ̄′
= −V , and

ϕ̄
′′

ϕ̄
V = −δϕ

′

ϕ̄
. (5.105)

Substituting these results into Eq. (5.103), we get

2
[
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

]
=

8πG ρ̄ a2

ϕ̄
V +

1

ϕ̄

[
Hδϕ− Φ̂ϕ̄′ − δϕ′

]
− ωϕ̄′

ϕ̄2
δϕ , (5.106)

which is precisely what is obtained by directly expanding the scalar part of the G0i

field equation (4.4), as seen by linearising Eq. (5.101). The divergenceless vector

part again agrees immediately with the relevant limit of Eq. (5.81), which veri-

fies that our parameterised equations reproduce the results of Brans-Dicke theory

exactly on both small and large scales, and in both the scalar and divergenceless-

vector sectors of the theory.

Vector-tensor theory

Let us now show our parameterised momentum constraint also works in theories that

contain a timelike vector field, Aa, as well as the metric. We consider unconstrained

theories of the form SVT in Eq. (4.8), restricting ourselves to a simplified subclass,

with ϵ = 0 and η = −2ω. Nevertheless, the simplified theories will still display all the

gravitational phenomena that we are interested in here, the primary novel ones being

preferred-frame effects. The field equations for the metric are [35]

Gab + τ Θ
(τ)
ab + ωΘ

(ω)
ab − 2ωΘ

(η)
ab = 8πGTab , (5.107)
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where

Θ
(τ)
ab = ∇cAa∇cAb +∇aAc∇bA

c − 1

2
gab∇cAd∇cAd (5.108)

+∇c

[
Ac∇(aAb) −A(a∇b)A

c −A(a∇cAb)
]
,

Θ
(ω)
ab = RAaAb +AcA

cGab −∇a∇b (AcA
c)− gab□(AcA

c) , and

Θ
(η)
ab = 2AcA(aRb)c+

1

2
gab

[
∇c∇d

(
AcAd

)
−AcAdRcd

]

−∇c∇(a

(
Ab)A

c
)
+

1

2
□(AaAb) .

The equation of motion for the vector field is a generalised Proca equation [317],

2ωAbGab + τ □Aa = 0 . (5.109)

The PPN parameters for this theory are

α =
2
[
τ + ωĀ2 (8ω − τ)

]

τ
[
2 + Ā2 (τ − 4ω)− ωĀ4 (τ − 10ω)

] , (5.110)

γ =
2
(
1− ωĀ2

)

2 + Ā2 (τ − 4ω)− ωĀ4 (τ − 10ω)
,

α1 =
16τ

2τ + Ā2
(
2τ (τ + ω)− (τ + 2ω)2

) − 16τ − 2ωĀ2 (τ − 4ω)

2τ + τĀ2 (τ − 4ω)− ωτĀ4 (τ − 10ω)
,

and ζ1 = ξ = 0 . The cosmological parameters are

αc =
1

a2

[(
α− 2

2− Ā2 (τ − 2ω)

) τ
(
2− Ā2 (τ − 2ω)

) (
Ā

′′
+ 2HĀ′

)

Ā2 (τ − 2ω)

−
(
α+

6

2− Ā2 (τ − 2ω)

)
τĀ

′ 2

4
+

6HĀĀ′ (τ − 2ω)

2− (τ − 2ω) Ā2

]
, and (5.111)

γc =
1

a2

[(
γ − 2

2− Ā2 (τ − 2ω)

) τ
(
2− Ā2 (τ − 2ω)

) (
Ā

′′
+ 2HĀ′

)

4Ā2 (τ − 2ω)
− γτĀ

′ 2

4

]
,

where Ā is the background value of A0. Note that we have used conformal time for the

derivatives Ā′ , but this should not be confused with the unrelated τ parameter in the

vector-tensor field theory action (4.8).

Because the PPN parameter α1 is generically non-zero, we need to account carefully

for preferred-frame effects, by working out how the velocity ŵi of a generic expanding

coordinate system is related to the spatial part of Aa . We will also need to check whether

there is some additional cosmological contribution B̂extra
i to the small-scale divergenceless

vector perturbations. Let us now work through that procedure, so that the all-scales

PPNC result can be constructed.
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• Small scales: Let us focus first on the post-Newtonian regime. In this case we can

write

Aµ =
(
Ā+ δA

(2)
0 , δA

(1)
i + δA

(3)
i

)
,

where Ā ∼ O(v), and superscripts indicate the perturbative order in v . The

vector field equation of motion gives immediately ∇̂2δA
(1)
i = 0 , which with suitable

boundary conditions implies δA
(1)
i = δA

(1)
i (τ) . As δA

(1)
i is spatially constant, it

must necessarily be the derivative of a scalar, i.e. δA
(1)
i = δA

(1) S
i .

These theories have a preferred frame, which is picked out by the direction of the

timelike vector field Aa . To complete the full set of ingredients required to compute

the momentum constraint on small scales in the PPNC framework, we need to add

to the PPNC parameters the velocity ŵi of expansion-comoving observers with

respect to the preferred frame, and the cosmological divergenceless vector B̂extra
i .

We will now find those in turn.

To determine the preferred-frame 3-velocity ŵi that couples to α1, consider a local

Lorentz boost from the preferred frame, in which ŵi vanishes, to a generic frame,

in which it does not. The “preferred frame” refers in the case of these vector-tensor

theories to the frame picked out by a preferred time direction that is aligned with

the timelike vector field, i.e. a frame constructed using the coordinates (τ∗,x∗) in

which δA
(1)
i = 0.

We can now perform the Lorentz transformation to the generic frame (τ,x), which

for ease of calculation we present as the inverse transformation:

τ∗ = γw
(
τ + ŵjx

j
)
, and x∗j = γw

(
xj + ŵjτ

)
. (5.112)

Computing the transformation of the vector field components in the usual way, we

find that the preferred-frame velocity ŵi is directly related to the local perturbation

to the vector field by

ŵi =
δA

(1)
i

Ā
, (5.113)

which we recall from Section 5.2.2 has no divergenceless vector part.

To determine the extra cosmological contribution to the local vector perturba-

tion, as in Eq. (5.52), we expand the vector part of the G0i field equation about

Minkowski spacetime, allowing for the time evolution of Ā (which is negligible in

the classic PPN formalism), and look for the relevant additional term. This gives

∇̂2B̂extra
i = − 2τ

1 + (τ + ω) Ā2

[
Ā

′′
+ 2HĀ′

]
δA

(1)V
i = 0 , (5.114)
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because δA
(1)
i has no divergenceless vector part. Thus, we do not need to add any

B̂extra
i term.

With all the required ingredients obtained, we can substitute back into the small-

scale momentum constraint Eqs. (5.54) and (5.63), which reconstitutes the full

momentum constraint for the small-scale metric perturbations in these theories.

• Large scales: on super-horizon scales, we know from our earlier analysis that the

parameterised momentum constraint must be given by

2
(
Ψ̂′ +HΦ̂

)
,i
− 2

(
H2 −H′) B̂i = 2

(
H2 −H′) v̂i. (5.115)

Using the parameter values from Eqs. (5.110–5.111), and simplifying them using

the equation of motion for the vector field, we have that the coefficient of v̂i on the

right hand side is

2
(
H2 −H′) = 8πGρ̄a2 + τĀ′ 2 − 2HĀĀ′ (τ − 2ω)

1− 1
2 Ā

2 (τ − 2ω)
. (5.116)

With this quantity in hand, we can thus explicitly reconstruct the momentum

constraint on large scales. This is a vast simplification compared to a direct cos-

mological perturbation theory expansion of the field equations of these theories.

Before we move on to studying the time and scale dependence of the gravitational cou-

plings that appear in our generalised Friedmann and perturbation equations, let us recap

what we have found in this section. We have extended the PPNC formalism, that we

described in Section 5.1, and which was introduced in Refs. [450, 451], by deriving a

parameterised momentum constraint equation. This study required us to consider grav-

itational physics at O(v3) in the post-Newtonian expansion. To do this, we have had to

introduce several new physical phenomena, in particular the gravitational potentials that

result from theories with preferred frame effects, and considerable care had to be taken

to ensure that the perturbations to FLRW remain in Newtonian gauge in all cases, so

that they are valid on small scales [56]. Those final results are the parameterised scalar

equation (5.73) and divergenceless-vector equation (5.81).

The PPNC equations - the ones we constructed in this section, as well as the Hamiltonian

constraint and Raychaudhuri equations (5.31) and (5.32) - are valid on scales where the

density contrast is highly nonlinear, as well as on super-horizon scales where terms in

the field equations with time derivatives dominate. They require the introduction of

only one new parameter: α1(τ), which is expected to be non-zero in non-conservative

theories of gravity only, and which at the present time coincides with the PPN parameter

of the same name. The additional parameters α2, ζ1 and ξ, which are present in the
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PPN equation for vector gravitational potentials, are not necessary for the cosmological

version of the momentum constraint equation.

This concludes our discussion of the construction of the fundamental equations of motion

in the parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology framework. In the next section, we will

move on to how the various coupling functions µ, ν, G in the scalar sector, which have

small-scale and large-scale limits given by combinations of PPNC parameters, can be

interpolated between those extremes6. We will also study how their time variation might

be modelled.

There are two caveats we wish to provide to the discussion above. Firstly, it should

be noted that the existing scalar perturbation equations do not quite form a closed set.

One must generically supply a slip equation to relate Φ̂ and Ψ̂ to one another. On small

scales in PPNC, this is given by Φ̂− Ψ̂ =

(
α− γ

γ

)
Ψ̂ , but a super-horizon slip relation

in parameterised frameworks is rather elusive, because it cannot be obtained within

the standard theory-independent Bertschinger [358] approach to super-horizon adiabatic

perturbations, that we have used to derive all the previous large-scale results. We have

also ignored transverse-tracefree tensor perturbations. These are problematic to include

in standard post-Newtonian expansions as they only couple to matter at relatively high

orders, but they are obviously present in cosmology, as they correspond to gravitational

waves.

5.3 Scale and time dependence of the PPNC couplings

The parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology framework is remarkably compact. The

generalised Friedmann equations (5.17-5.18) and the perturbation equations (5.31), (5.32),

(5.73) and (5.81) describe the cosmological behaviour of any theory of gravity that fits

into the PPN framework, in terms of direct generalisations of the PPN parameters.

However, in order to construct the equations of motion for the scalar perturbations we

needed to introduce the functions µ(τ, k), ν(τ, k) and G(τ, k)7, and for the vector per-

turbations we required Q(τ, k). These interpolate between large and small-scale limits

which are given by precise combinations of the PPNC parameters, but we have not yet

determined how the transition between the deep sub-horizon and the super-horizon lim-

its behaves. It is crucial to do so, because we require a prescription for µ(τ, k) etc., in

order to construct and integrate fully defined parameterised CPT equations. The solu-

tions to these equations can then be used directly for observational predictions, such as

the CMB temperature anisotropies, calculated using an Einstein-Boltzmann code.

6In the divergenceless vector sector, there is also Q , but we will not focus on the vector perturbations
further.

7Here we have switched the second argument from length scale L = k−1 to wavenumber k .
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In this section, we will study this interpolation problem using the Bergmann-Wagoner

scalar-tensor theories of gravity [308, 309] as a canonical example class, focusing on

the scalar perturbations which are relevant for most cosmological observables. We will

demonstrate that simple elementary functions provide a good approximation to the full

phenomenology of the theory, with most deviations occurring around the Hubble horizon,

which roughly sets the transition scale between the two extremal regimes. This section

is based on Ref. [2], where some additional detail is provided which we omit here for the

sake of brevity. Note that these investigations were led by Daniel B. Thomas.

Although the PPNC equations are valid in the regime of nonlinear density contrasts,

the transition between the deep sub-horizon and super-horizon limits occurs on large

enough scales that linear cosmological perturbation theory should provide an excellent

approximation. Indeed, in most theories of gravity, it is expected that there should

be scales where the regions of validity of CPT and the post-Newtonian approximation

overlap [454, 459, 460]. Hence, in this section we will assume that linear CPT can be

safely applied, with density contrasts δ ≪ 1 . The smallest scales we will consider, at

around 20− 100Mpc, will be precisely in that overlap region of validity, so that we can

linearise in the standard way while also having the functions µ, ν and G equal to their

small-scale L −→ 0 limits.

A particular advantage of the applicability of linear perturbation theory is that we can

perform a Fourier transform, as discussed in Section 3.2, thereby simplifying the scalar

sector of the (Fourier space) PPNC perturbation equations to

−H2Φ−HΨ′ − 1

3
k2Ψ = −4πGa2

3
µ δρ , (5.117)

Ψ′′ +HΦ′ +HΨ′ + 2H′Φ− 1

3
k2Φ = −4πGa2

3
ν δρ , and (5.118)

Ψ′ +HΦ = 4πGa2 µ ρ̄v + GHΨ , (5.119)

where it should be noted that we have dropped the hats on the perturbations to FLRW

spacetime, as we will work exclusively with those perturbations from now on, and will

no longer concern ourselves with the perturbed Minkowski picture. We will now apply

these equations to scalar-tensor theories as a test case, in order to determine well-behaved

prescriptions for the couplings µ(τ, k) , ν(τ, k) , and G(τ, k) .

5.3.1 Application to scalar-tensor theories of gravity

Let us first examine some key features of the Bergmann-Wagoner scalar tensor theory,

focusing in particular on

1. The equations of motion for a spatially flat FLRW cosmology.
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2. The equations that govern the evolution of linear, scalar, perturbations in Newto-

nian gauge.

3. The post-Newtonian parameters of the theory that allow the equivalents of these

equations to be constructed in the PPNC framework.

The action (4.3) gives rise to equations of motion (4.4) for the metric and (4.5) for the

novel scalar degree of freedom ϕ . The theory is fully conservative, with no preferred-

frame effects, and in many ways represents the simplest possible class of deviations from

General Relativity. This makes it an ideal, tractable, example that we can use to study

the behaviour of the PPNC equations. Initially, we will not make any assumptions on

the funcitonal form of ω(ϕ) and Λ(ϕ) .

Assuming that we are studying sufficiently late times that radiation can be ignored, the

equations that fully describe the evolution of a spatially flat FLRW background are the

Friedmann equation

H2 =
8πG ρ̄ a2

3ϕ̄
− Hϕ̄′

ϕ̄
+
ω ϕ̄′2

6ϕ̄2
+

Λa2

3ϕ̄
, (5.120)

and the background part of the Klein-Gordon equation,

ϕ̄′′

ϕ̄
=

8πG ρ̄ a2

(3 + 2ω) ϕ̄
− 2Hϕ̄′

ϕ̄
− dω

dϕ̄

ϕ̄′2

(3 + 2ω) ϕ̄
+

4Λ a2

(3 + 2ω) ϕ̄
− dΛ

dϕ̄

2a2

3 + 2ω
. (5.121)

Here we have decomposed ϕ = ϕ̄(τ) + δϕ(τ, xi) , and written ω(ϕ̄) and Λ(ϕ̄) as just ω

and Λ for simplicity. As usual, we have also ρ̄′ + 3Hρ̄ = 0 for non-relativistic matter.

The perturbation to the Hamiltonian constraint is

3H2δϕ+
ω

2

(
ϕ̄′

ϕ̄

)2

δϕ+ 3Hδϕ′ − ωϕ̄′

ϕ̄
δϕ′ + 6Hϕ̄Ψ′ + 3ϕ̄′Ψ′ + 6H2ϕ̄Φ (5.122)

+6Hϕ̄′Φ− ωϕ̄′2

ϕ̄
Φ− dω

dϕ̄

ϕ̄′2

2ϕ̄
δϕ− a2

dΛ

dϕ̄
δϕ+ k2δϕ+ 2ϕ̄k2Ψ = 8πGa2 δρ ,

and the momentum constraint gives

−Hδϕ+
ωϕ̄′

ϕ̄
δϕ+ δϕ′ + ϕ̄′Φ+ 2ϕ̄Ψ′ + 2ϕ̄HΦ = 8πGa2 ρ̄v . (5.123)

The shear evolution equation (2.32) reduces to a constraint on the gravitational slip,

Φ−Ψ =
δϕ

ϕ̄
. (5.124)
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The perturbations to the evolution equations are the perturbed Raychaudhuri equation,

2ϕ̄HΦ′ + 4H′ϕ̄Φ+ 2H2ϕ̄Φ+ 2ϕ̄Ψ′′ + 4ϕ̄HΨ′ + 2H′δϕ+H2δϕ+ 2ϕ̄′′Φ (5.125)

+δϕ′′ +Hδϕ′ − ωϕ̄′2

2ϕ̄2
δϕ+

ωϕ̄′

ϕ̄
δϕ′ + ϕ̄′Φ′ + 2ϕ̄′Ψ′ + 2ϕ̄′HΦ

−a2dΛ
dϕ̄

δϕ+
dω

dϕ̄

ϕ̄′2

2ϕ̄
δϕ+

ωϕ̄′2

ϕ̄
Φ+

2k2

3

[
δϕ− ϕ̄ (Φ−Ψ)

]
= 0 ,

and the Klein-Gordon equation

(3 + 2ω)
[
δϕ′′ + 2Hδϕ′ + 4Hϕ̄′Φ+ 2ϕ̄′′Φ+ ϕ̄′Φ′ + 3ϕ̄′Ψ′ + k2δϕ

]
(5.126)

−2a2
dΛ

dϕ̄
δϕ+ 2a2

d2Λ

dϕ̄2
ϕ̄δϕ′ +

d2ω

dϕ̄2
ϕ̄′2δϕ

+
dω

dϕ̄

(
4Hϕ̄′δϕ+ 2ϕ̄′′δϕ+ 2ϕ̄′δϕ′ + 2ϕ̄′2Φ

)
= 8πGa2 δρ .

Finally, we have the standard perturbation equations for the matter fields coming from

the Bianchi identities,

δρ′ + 3Hδρ+ 3ρ̄Ψ′ − k2ρ̄v = 0 and v′ +Hv − Φ = 0 . (5.127)

The PPNC parameters can be calculated by considering instead a post-Newtonian ex-

pansion about Minkowski spacetime on small scales, in the usual fashion described in

Section 4.2.2. One gets

α =
1

ϕ̄

4 + 2ω

3 + 2ω
, γ =

1

ϕ̄

2 + 2ω

3 + 2ω
, (5.128)

a2αc = −ωϕ̄
′2

ϕ̄2
− ϕ̄′′

ϕ̄
+

Hϕ̄′
ϕ̄

+
dω

dϕ̄

ϕ̄′2

2ϕ̄ (3 + 2ω)
+

1 + 2ω

3 + 2ω

Λa2

ϕ̄
+

1

3 + 2ω

dΛ

dϕ̄
, and

a2γc = −ωϕ̄
′2

4ϕ̄2
− ϕ̄′′

2ϕ̄
+

Hϕ̄′
2ϕ̄

− dω

dϕ̄

ϕ̄′2

2ϕ̄ (3 + 2ω)
+

1− 2ω

3 + 2ω

Λa2

2ϕ̄
+

2

3 + 2ω

dΛ

dϕ̄
,

which can be shown to satisfy the PPNC integrability condition Eq. (5.20). In the

standard PPN formalism, α would be set to unity by the definition of G , but this is

clearly not possible at all cosmic times, as ϕ̄ evolves. Instead, one sets the present-day

value of ϕ̄ by demanding that α(τ0) = 1 , but α(τ) will generically evolve away from unity.

In what follows, we will consider the special case where ω and Λ are both constants. This

corresponds to the Brans-Dicke theory, plus a cosmological constant.

First, we can specify the constants ω and Λ (or equivalently ΩΛ , where throughout this

section we will be rather slack with our notation and simply take ΩΛ to mean ΩΛ0), and

then integrate the background equations (5.120) and (5.121), to determine the evolution

of α(τ) , γ(τ) , αc(τ) and γc(τ) at all a being considered. In this case, that is a ∈ [aLS, 1] ,

so that we are safe to neglect radiation. The evolution of a(τ) and ϕ̄(τ) in these theories
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Figure 5.3: Evolution with scale factor of the PPNC parameters α(a) , γ(a) , αc(a) and
γc(a) , for the Brans-Dicke theory with a cosmological constant. Here, αc(a) and γc(a)

have been normalised by the competing factors
8πGρ̄(a)

3
and

8πGρ̄(a)

−6
respectively.

is very well-studied [461]. As long as ω > 0 , we have ϕ̄′ > 0 , so at earlier times than

the present day, ϕ̄ was smaller and hence α and γ were larger than their values at τ0 .

The evolution of the PPNC parameters is shown in Fig. 5.3, for the parameter values

ω = 10 and ΩΛ = 0.5 . The dashed curves are obtained by approximating ϕ̄(a), and

hence α(a) and γ(a) , by a power law c1a
n+ c2 in the scale factor. Motivated by the fact

that during matter domination, the attractor solution is ϕ̄ ∼ a1/(1+ω) [461], we set the

power law index n to 0.1 . The constant c1 is set by demanding α(τ0) = 1 , and then c2

can just be fixed by eye in this toy example. The simple power law prescription for the

time evolution of α and γ works very well, with the dashed curves almost on top of the

corresponding solid curves, that are obtained by calculating the functions α(a) and γ(a)

from the full evolution of ϕ̄(a) that arises by solving the Klein-Gordon equation (5.121).

Of course, in this case, we expected this from the analytic attractor solution. However,

this result tells us that a power law should be a good prescription for the generalised

PPN parameters α(a) and γ(a) . That observation will be useful in Chapter 6.

From the functions α(τ), γ(τ), αc(τ) and γc(τ), the dependence in time of the small-scale

and large-scale limits of µ , ν , and G is determined, according to Eqs. (5.33-5.35) and

(5.74). As an example, we display the k −→ ∞ (small-scale) and k −→ 0 (large-scale)

limits of µ(τ, k) , for different values of the parameters ω and ΩΛ , in Fig. 5.4. We see

that at late times the sub-horizon and super-horizon behaviour of the coupling function

µ(τ, k) is very different, with the difference increasing, as it must, with decreasing ω

(recall that ω −→ ∞ recovers GR). Equivalent plots can of course be made for ν and G .
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Figure 1. Large (dotted) and small (solid) scale limits of µ(τ). Left: differing values of ω, with
ΩΛ = 0.7. Right: differing values of ΩΛ, with ω = 10.

Figure 2. Large (dotted) and small (solid) scale limits of ξ(τ). Left: differing values of ω, with
ΩΛ = 0.7. Right: differing values of ΩΛ, with ω = 10.

3.2.1 Initial conditions
To begin, let us specify the initital conditions for our numerical integration. We wish to
specify these as adiabatic fluctuations that satisfy [33]

δφ

φ′
= δρ

ρ′
. (3.1)

We will set initial conditions for our perturbations by starting the evolution at an early
enough time that all Fourier modes of interest start off outside the horizon. Isocurvature
modes are neglected, as they are generally expected to be small on these scales [34].

Under the adiabatic condition in eq. (3.1), it can be seen that the large-scale limit of
eqs. (2.19)–(2.25) admit the solution

Φ = ζ ′

H
− H

′

H2 ζ + ζ and Ψ = c1 − ζ (3.2)

with the momentum constraint giving v = H−1ζ and where

ζ = −Hδφ
φ′

= −Hδρ
ρ′

= c1H
∫ τ a(τ̃)2φ(τ̃) dτ̃

a2φ
+ c3

H
a2φ

(3.3)

– 10 –

Figure 5.4: Small-scale (solid) and large-scale (dashed) limits of µ , as a function of
τ , in the Brans-Dicke theory with a cosmological constant. In the left-hand plot, all
curves have ΩΛ = 0.7 , and ω is varied. In the right-hand plot all curves have ω = 10 ,

and ΩΛ is varied. From Ref. [2], courtesy of Daniel B. Thomas.

However, there are many scales of interest for cosmological observables (such as the

CMB and weak lensing), which do not fit into either the small-scale or large-scale limits,

but rather describe physics on scales that are in between the limits, such as on scales

below but comparable to rH(a) . We therefore need to understand how the coupling

functions in our generalised framework behave in between the two extremal regimes, for

the Bergmann-Wagoner theory being considered. In order to understand this, solutions

to the background equations (5.120) and (5.121) will not be sufficient. One must also

solve the linear CPT equations (5.122-5.127). These can be integrated numerically using

adiabatic initial conditions: one assumes that all the Fourier modes that are physically

important are outside the horizon at the starting time, which is taken to be at redshift

1100 , roughly corresponding to the last scattering surface aLS . Then, one uses the

comoving curvature perturbation on constant-density hypersurfaces to set the initial

conditions for Φ , Ψ and δϕ. For further details, see Ref. [2]. Once the initial conditions

are introduced, it is a straightforward numerical exercise to calculate Φ(τ, k) , Ψ(τ, k)

and δϕ(τ, k) . In the next section, we will use these solutions to test the validity of a

simple interpolated construction of µ , ν and G from the PPNC parameters.

5.3.2 Interpolation between small and large scales

Given the Fourier-space solutions for Φ , Ψ , δρ and v in our scalar-tensor test theory,

the parameterised couplings can be reconstructed as

µtheory =
k2Ψ+ 3H2Φ+ 3HΨ′

4πGa2 δρ
, (5.129)

νtheory =
k2Φ− 6H′Φ− 3HΦ′ − 3Ψ′′ + 3HΨ′

4πGa2 δρ
, and

Gtheory =
Ψ′ +HΦ− 4πGa2 µtheory ρ̄v

HΨ
=

Ψ′ +HΦ

HΨ
− ρ̄v

δρ

(
k2Ψ+ 3H2Φ+ 3HΨ′)

HΨ
.
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Figure 5.5: The functions µtheory(k) , νtheory(k) and Gtheory(k) calculated in the Brans-
Dicke theory with a cosmological constant, evaluated at the present day τ0 . The dotted
and dashed lines show respectively the k −→ 0 and k −→ ∞ limits that are predicted

for each function from the parameters of the PPNC formalism.

We expect that in the limits k ≪ H and k ≫ H , the functions µtheory , νtheory and

Gtheory should approach asymptotic values given by the appropriate combinations of

PPNC parameters, as per Eqs (5.33-5.35) and (5.74). Let us now verify that prediction,

by calculating solutions to the linear perturbation equations for values of k in the range

log10 k/H0 ∈ [−1.5, 2] , and then constructing the desired functions according to Eq.

(5.129). The results are shown in Fig. 5.5, where we have evaluated the solutions at

τ = τ0 . Once again, we have used the parameter values ω = 10 and ΩΛ = 0.5 . For each

of the functions f(τ0, k) (µ (red), ν (blue) and G (black)), the dashed lines of the same

colour indicate the expected small-scale limit f(τ0, k −→ ∞) , and the dotted lines of

the same colour indicate the expected large-scale limit f(τ0, k −→ 0) .

We see that the PPNC limits are correctly reproduced in all three functions. Further-

more, the transition between the limits occurs as expected for wavenumbers k that are

of the same order of magnitude as the horizon scale kH(τ0) = 1/rH(τ0) = H0 . Those

transitions are smooth but non-monotonic. The oscillatory behaviour of the solutions

for k values that are in neither the fully post-Newtonian or fully super-horizon regimes is

a direct result of the scalar field ϕ satisfying its Klein-Gordon equation of motion (4.5),

resulting in wavelike solutions on scales where neither the time or space derivatives of δϕ

can be neglected. This phenomenon has been investigated by Brando et al. in Ref. [462]

in a slightly different context. They referred to the apparent scale-dependent oscillations

in the effective Newton’s constant as Gravity Acoustic Oscillations (GAO).
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Figure 5.6: The difference, evaluated at τ = τ0 , between the zero-parameter inter-
polation (5.130) of the PPNC functions µ , ν and G , and the form of each function
that is obtained by a full numerical integration of the scalar-tensor equations of motion,

displayed as a function of k/H0 .

Let us suppose now that we did not have access to the solutions to the underlying equa-

tions of motion, as would be the case in the generic theory-independent scenario where

we wish to constrain the properties of the PPNC functions µ, ν and G on all relevant

scales, at many points in cosmic history. Then, we need a functional form for them that

transitions smoothly between the small-scale and large-scale limits. Motivated by the

results we have just calculated, one expects the characteristic scale of the transition to be

given by the Hubble horizon wavenumber H . The simplest choices for an interpolating

function one can make that satisfies these requirements are zero-parameter interpola-

tions that do not introduce any additional scale dependence beyond H . The following

form, which was suggested by Clifton & Sanghai in Ref. [451], appears to perform well:

f(τ, k) =
S(τ) + L(τ)

2
+
S(τ)− L(τ)

2
tanh ln

(
k

H(τ)

)
, (5.130)

where S(τ) and L(τ) are the small-scale and large-scale limits of the coupling function

f , as given by the relevant combinations of PPNC parameters, and we have made the

time dependence of both them and H explicit8.

The interpolation functional form in Eq. (5.130) gives a value of f that is halfway

between S and L precisely at the Hubble horizon. As a first approximation it is passable,

but it will inevitably miss more complicated features in µ ν and G , such as the oscillations

that are found in the Bergmann-Wagoner scalar-tensor case. The relative accuracy of the

8Previous attempts to parameterise the scale dependence of gravitational couplings have used func-
tional forms that are similar to Eq. (5.130) [166, 353].
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Figure 9. The fractional error defined in eq. (3.11), for the interpolation function from eq. (3.9).
Plots show δµ (left) and δξ (right), as a function of time τ and scale k.

3.3 Accuracy of interpolating functions

Let us now examine the performance of the interpolation function from eq. (3.9), in repro-
ducing the coupling functions from our set of example theories. For this, we will use as a
specific example theory given by ω = 10 and ΩΛ = 0.7 (i.e. the common case in figures 7
and 8). We specify the fractional difference between the simple interpolating function and
the true value for this theory using the notation

δf =
∣∣∣∣ftrue − finterp

ftrue

∣∣∣∣ , (3.11)

where f here is being used to denote any one of the gravitational couplings (i.e. µ, ξ or
G). Figure 9 shows the accuracy of the interpolation as a function of time and scale for µ
and ξ, as quantified by this fractional error. The range of times being shown in this figure
extends from deep in the matter-dominated era through to late times in the Λ-dominated
era. In creating these plots we have interpolated between gridpoints, avoiding points where
our solver produced large numerical errors.

It can be seen from figure 9 that the simple interpolation works well for both µ and ξ
on most spatial scales (with errors below ∼1%), but with the oscillations around the Hubble
scale leading to larger errors (up to ∼5%). The detail of these plots shows some interesting
structure, if we look at how the error evolves with time in each of the two cases. For the
coupling µ the situation is relatively simple: there is primarily a single peak that does not
change substantially with time, and which tracks the position of the Hubble scale. The
coupling ξ is more complicated: in this case there are several peaks that move position
relative to the Hubble scale. In a cosmology with Λ = 0 this more complicated behaviour
does not occur, and one recovers a plot that is qualitatively similar to the case involving µ.

4 Evolution using parameterised equations

Part of the purpose of having a parameterised framework for gravity in cosmology is to be
able to model gravitational physics without having to specify a theory or class of theories
a priori. Practical implementation of such a framework therefore requires us to be able to
evolve perturbations using only the parameterised equations, which is what we will consider
in this section. We will perform this evolution using the zero-parameter interpolating function

– 17 –

Figure 5.7: The absolute fractional error in µ between the true µtheory(τ, k) in
the scalar-tensor theory being considered (ω = 10 and ΩΛ = 0.5) and the function
µinterpolation(τ, k) that would be obtained from a simple zero-parameter interpolation
between the small-scale and large-scale PPNC limits, displayed as a function of both

k/H0 and τ/τ0 . From Ref [2], courtesy of Daniel B. Thomas.

interpolation for that theory is shown in Fig. 5.6, where we display the difference at τ =

τ0 between the interpolated function finterpolation(k) and the function ftheory(k) obtained

from a full numerical integration of the linearly perturbed scalar-tensor equations of

motion (5.122-5.126), as per the definitions in Eq. (5.129). The interpolation appears to

work well on most scales, with the greatest failure in all three cases occurring around the

scale log10 (k/H0) ∼ 0.5 , where the scalar field oscillations are particularly pronounced.

We can be confident, then, that at τ0 (or equivalently, at redshift zero), the discrepancy

between the interpolation and the “true” theory result is maximised at some scale that

essentially corresponds to an order unity fraction of the present-day Hubble horizon.

This story continues as we consider earlier times (higher redshifts), except for some slight

complications in ν for large values of ΩΛ that we will not concern ourselves with here,

but which are explained in Ref. [2]. This is demonstrated by Fig. 5.7, in which the the

(absolute) fractional difference δµ(τ, k) =

∣∣∣∣
µinterpolation − µtheory

µtheory

∣∣∣∣ has been calculated as

a function of both k and τ , for the parameter values ω = 10 and ΩΛ = 0.7 . It can be seen

that δµ is dominated throughout by a large peak at a scale that essentially tracks the

evolution of the Hubble horizon. Moreover, that peak is never more than 4% for these

parameter values. The interpolating function produces at all times, and at all scales

except that peak, a value for µ that is accurate roughly at the percent level or better.

This gives us confidence that we can use the simple parameterisation in Eq. (5.130),
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and obtain sensible dynamics that captures most of the physics we are interested in over

virtually all linear scales in cosmology.

This is really our purpose in a theory-agnostic framework: we want to be able to write

down a well-motivated, consistent set of gravitational equations that allow us to model

simply the effects we might see in cosmology. In general, we will not want to impose

any given underlying theory, but instead just use our parameterised Friedmann and per-

turbation equations to evolve the relevant metric and matter perturbations. Of course,

if the interpolated couplings we are using are tied to the PPNC parameters of a known

theory, then the predictions the parameterised equations make for various phenomena

should closely match the predictions obtained using a full integration of that theory’s

equations of motion. In the next, final, section of this chapter, we will verify this for our

canonical Bergmann-Wagoner class.

5.3.3 Using the parameterised equations for cosmological phenomena

Given the PPNC parameters α(τ) , γ(τ) , αc(τ) and γc(τ) (thus accordingly a solution

for a(τ)), and the simple prescription (5.130) for each of the couplings in terms of those

parameters, we are nearly in a position to numerically integrate the parameterised scalar

perturbation equations (5.117-5.119), along with the necessary equations (5.127) for the

matter fields. The solutions {Φ(τ, k),Ψ(τ, k), δρ(τ, k), v(τ, k)} can then be used to make

predictions for physical phenomena of interest, and we can forget entirely about the

underlying field content of the theory that gave rise to the evolving PPNC parameters.

The only remaining thing we need is a slip relation, Φ(τ, k)−Ψ(τ, k) = Σ(τ, k)Ψ(τ, k) .

The gravitational slip is a crucial equation, because it allows the second Bardeen potential

(say Φ) to be obtained from the first (say Ψ) as a constraint, and therefore reduces by

one the number of fields that must be evolved numerically [463, 464]. On small scales, we

know that Σ −→ α− γ

γ
from the earlier discussion of the PPNC formalism. However, it

is not clear what the prescription for the large-scale limit of the slip should be, in order

for the interpolating function Σ(τ, k) to be constructed according to Eq. (5.130).

A theory-independent result for the large-scale limit of the slip has so far not been

obtained within the PPNC formalism, although it is the topic of ongoing research [465].

As mentioned in Section 5.1, it is elusive because it cannot be calculated using the

standard separate-universe approach on super-horizon scales [358]. In this section, and

indeed in Chapter 6 where we will continue the discussion of the parameterised post-

Newtonian cosmology formalism, we will simply take the k −→ 0 limit of Σ to be an

additional free parameter. In fact, we will take this free parameter to be precisely zero,

so on ultra-large scales the Bardeen potentials are equal. Once we have specified Σ , the

parameterised equations can be integrated straightforwardly, starting from the initial

constant-time hypersurface at τ = τLS .
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Figure 10. The ratio of the density contrasts at z = 0, calculated using the parameterised equations
and the example theories directly. Left: differing values of ω with ΩΛ = 0.7. Right: differing values
of ΩΛ with ω = 10.

Figure 11. Left: accuracy of the density contrast at z = 0 from evolving the simple parameterised
equations (blue), compared to the difference induced by changing ω to 100 (orange) and 106 (green).
Right: accuracy of the density contrast today from evolving the simple parameterised equations
(blue), compared to the error introduced by assuming a ΛCDM background (red for ω = 100; purple
for ω = 10) or ΛCDM perturbation equations (orange for ω = 10; green for ω = 100). In each plot
we take ΩΛ = 0.7 and ω = 10, unless otherwise stated.

In the right-hand plot of figure 11, we compare the inaccuracies introduced from evolving
the simple parameterised equations with the inaccuracies induced by applying the modified
gravity parameterisation to either the background only or the perturbations only (instead of
both). The inaccuracy introduced by only modifying the background or the perturbations
is much larger than that introduced by evolving the simple parameterised equations directly
(this is true even for theories that are much closer to GR). Interestingly, the inaccuracy in-
troduced by not including the correct background expansion appears to be even larger than
that from not evolving the perturbations with the correct equations. This result is signif-
icant for the PPNC approach because the PPNC approach provides a way to consistently
parameterise both the background and the perturbations in terms of the same underlying
parameters. This is not true of any other attempts at creating a theory-independent frame-
work for testing gravity in cosmology of which we are aware. These results suggest that
when constraining modified gravity in a model independent or phenomenological way, the
background should generally be allowed to deviate from ΛCDM (for example using a dark
energy equation of state w(a)) in order to prevent biasing the constraints.
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Figure 5.8: Present-day density contrast δinterp(τ0, k) obtained using the PPNC equa-
tions with the interpolation (5.130), as a ratio of the value δtrue that is found by directly
integrating the scalar-tensor perturbation equations with ΩΛ = 0.7 . From Ref. [2],

courtesy of Daniel B. Thomas.

We will focus on calculating the density contrast at τ0 , which serves as a näıve proxy

for large scale structure statistics. It is certainly not a replacement for a proper anal-

ysis of these observables, but will give us an initial understanding of how the PPNC

framework performs when it is used to calculate objects of interest in cosmology in a

theory-independent way. The presentation here is just a brief paraphrasing of the anal-

ysis carried out by Daniel B. Thomas in Ref. [2], where weak lensing and the integrated

Sachs-Wolfe effect are also discussed.

Calculating the present-day Fourier space density contrast δ(τ0, k) using the param-

eterised equations with our simple interpolation function (5.130), one finds excellent

agreement with the results that are obtained if one integrates the linearised scalar-tensor

theory equations directly. The interpolation leads to an error in δ(τ0, k) that is never

more than ∼ 1% , which is for log10 (k/H0) ∼ 1 . As expected, the error is greater for

smaller ω , wherein the scalar-tensor theory being considered is more strongly discrepant

from General Relativity, as shown in Fig. 5.8.

Moreover, the left plot of Fig. 5.9 shows that the error in δ(τ0, k) that arises due to

using the parameterised and interpolated equations for a specific theory (shown in blue)

9 is much smaller than the change that is induced by actually changing the coupling

parameter ω of the underlying theory to 100 (orange) or 106 (green). As the limit ω −→
∞ recovers General Relativity with a cosmological constant, we can take the green curve

as corresponding to the GR result. Hence, the effect of using a flawed, oversimplified

9In this case, the underlying theory is the Brans-Dicke + cosmological constant theory with ω = 10
and ΩΛ = 0.7.
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interpolating function, that, for example, fails to capture the scalar field oscillations on

scales comparable to the Hubble horizon, would not present a large obstacle when trying

to constrain the theory parameter ω . This is because the bias it introduces would be

much smaller than the deviation from GR, if we were to detect the imprints on δ of a

scalar-tensor theory of this kind with ω = 10 .
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Figure 10. The ratio of the density contrasts at z = 0, calculated using the parameterised equations
and the example theories directly. Left: differing values of ω with ΩΛ = 0.7. Right: differing values
of ΩΛ with ω = 10.

Figure 11. Left: accuracy of the density contrast at z = 0 from evolving the simple parameterised
equations (blue), compared to the difference induced by changing ω to 100 (orange) and 106 (green).
Right: accuracy of the density contrast today from evolving the simple parameterised equations
(blue), compared to the error introduced by assuming a ΛCDM background (red for ω = 100; purple
for ω = 10) or ΛCDM perturbation equations (orange for ω = 10; green for ω = 100). In each plot
we take ΩΛ = 0.7 and ω = 10, unless otherwise stated.

In the right-hand plot of figure 11, we compare the inaccuracies introduced from evolving
the simple parameterised equations with the inaccuracies induced by applying the modified
gravity parameterisation to either the background only or the perturbations only (instead of
both). The inaccuracy introduced by only modifying the background or the perturbations
is much larger than that introduced by evolving the simple parameterised equations directly
(this is true even for theories that are much closer to GR). Interestingly, the inaccuracy in-
troduced by not including the correct background expansion appears to be even larger than
that from not evolving the perturbations with the correct equations. This result is signif-
icant for the PPNC approach because the PPNC approach provides a way to consistently
parameterise both the background and the perturbations in terms of the same underlying
parameters. This is not true of any other attempts at creating a theory-independent frame-
work for testing gravity in cosmology of which we are aware. These results suggest that
when constraining modified gravity in a model independent or phenomenological way, the
background should generally be allowed to deviate from ΛCDM (for example using a dark
energy equation of state w(a)) in order to prevent biasing the constraints.
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Figure 5.9: Left: Ratio of δ(τ0, k) to the value obtained in the scalar-tensor theory
with ω = 10 . The effect of varying the ω parameter to 100 (orange) and 106 (green) is
compared with the effect of using the parameterised equations for the PPNC parameters
calculated in the ω = 10 theory (blue). Right: the ratio of δ(τ0, k) to what would be
obtained if one assumed a ΛCDM background evolution (purple and red curves for
ω = 10 and 100 respectively) or the ΛCDM linear CPT equations (orange and green
for ω = 10 and 100 respectively), instead of using the full set of equations of motion for
both the background and perturbations. The blue curve has the same meaning as in

the left plot. From Ref. [2], courtesy of Daniel B. Thomas.

Finally, let us examine how much the matter density field would change if instead of us-

ing our full set of equations of motion, we applied modifications to the ΛCDM equations

only for the perturbations or only for the background. Of course, in our formalism, to

do so would be fundamentally erroneous, because the background and perturbations are

governed by the same set of underlying PPNC parameters. However, in many cosmo-

logical frameworks for testing gravity, modifications to GR are often only introduced at

the level of perturbations, with the background expansion prescribed to be equivalent

to that of the concordance ΛCDM cosmology [166, 327, 352–356]. It is interesting to

consider, therefore, what would happen if we enforce this situation, or its converse, by

hand. The results are shown in the right plot of Fig. 5.9. The errors induced by intro-

ducing a fictitious ΛCDM background (e.g. shown in purple for the ω = 10 theory) are

in fact larger than those induced by using ΛCDM perturbation equations instead of Eqs.

(5.122-5.126) (shown in orange for ω = 10). Both of these errors are much larger than

the error introduced by using the simple parametrisation rather than the true scalar-

tensor equations (5.122-5.126). These results indicate the importance of evolving both

the FLRW background and the linear perturbations in terms of the same consistent set

of parameters. In cosmology, this feature of the background and perturbations being
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so intimately related is fairly unique to PPNC. In Chapter 6, we will use the PPNC

evolution for both the background and perturbations, to avoid erroneous constraints

that would be obtained if, for example, we assumed that the background cosmology was

phenomenologically equivalent to ΛCDM, and then focused only on deviations from GR

at the level of linear perturbation theory.

This concludes our discussion of the time dependence of the PPNC parameters α(τ) ,

γ(τ) , αc(τ) and γc(τ) , and the scale dependence of the couplings µ(τ, k) , ν(τ, k) and

G(τ, k) . The detailed study in this section of scalar-tensor theories of gravity as a canon-

ical test case has suggested that power laws in a , and a zero-parameter interpolation of

the form (5.130) in k , provide viable proposals for the time and scale dependences of

these functions which we derived in Sections 5.1 and 5.2.

With our prescriptions for the PPNC couplings in hand, it is possible to construct and

numerically evolve the fully theory-independent parameterised Friemdann and scalar

CPT equations. By doing so, we will be able to compute accurate predictions for the

anisotropies in the cosmic microwave background, and therefore constrain the space of

PPNC parameters using observations of the CMB. This will be the topic of the next

chapter.

5.4 Discussion

In this chapter, we have introduced the framework of parameterised post-Newtonian

cosmology, which is designed for performing theory-agnostic tests of gravity on a wide

range of cosmological scales, while being explicitly compatible with precision observa-

tional tests that are made in the astrophysical regime of post-Newtonian gravity. We

have shown that this formalism gives rise to a compact set of generalised equations for

the cosmological expansion, and for scalar and vector perturbations to the FLRW metric.

We have also verified that it reproduces an accurate description of the phenomenology for

a canonical class of scalar-tensor theories of gravity, suggesting that a simple parametri-

sation of the time and scale dependence of the gravitational couplings that arise can be

used to extract viable predictions for cosmological observables.

Of course, there are limitations to the analysis we have presented here. We have not yet

determined the scale dependence of the function Q(τ, k) that enters the divergenceless

vector part (5.81) of the momentum constraint. This would be necessary if we want

to study deviations from GR in cosmological vector perturbations, which arise very

naturally within the post-Newtonian approach [162, 163]. We have also used a linearised,

fluid description of matter fields, which will break down on small scales. Then, it would

be necessary to develop N-body simulations that incorporate the formalism, that would

need to be relativistic rather than purely Newtonian [157, 164, 466].
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Even with those limitations in place, the existence of a consistent set of theory-independent

equations, and viable interpolations across length and time scales that allows them to be

implemented computationally, provides us with ample space to explore the consequences

of parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology for real observations. Indeed, we ultimately

expect the principal utility of parameterised frameworks in cosmology to come from their

comparison to observational data. Although the present-day values of the PPN param-

eters are mostly very tightly constrained (see Table 4.1), their time evolution is not, as

per Table 5.1. The most powerful probe of the overall time evolution in cosmic history

of the parameters that enter the scalar sector of the PPNC formalism, is likely to be the

anisotropies in the cosmic microwave background, which as we mentioned above will be

the focus of Chapter 6.

However, let us first discuss some other probes that might be useful for studying the

time dependence of the PPNC parameters purely in the late Universe. A full analysis

of these late-time probes is a serious challenge, and it will be not be attempted in this

thesis, but we will provide an overview of them in order to suggest how a detailed picture

of evolving gravitational couplings in cosmology might be built up using the framework

we have discussed.

1. Because non-relativistic matter couples only to α in the leading-order Newtonian

limit, its cosmological time evolution might be most tightly constrained by large-

scale-structure observations, particularly the matter power spectrum.

2. On the other hand, light couples at leading order to both α and γ . Hence, the

parameter γ(τ) may be best constrained with observations that depend on the

properties of null geodesics. In cosmology, this would likely mean using weak

lensing data.

3. Beyond leading order, the time dependence of the preferred-frame parameter α1(τ),

and the scale dependence of Q(τ, k) , through which α1 couples to the vector per-

turbation B̂i , could potentially also be constrained by weak gravitational lensing

measurements [158, 162], especially observations of lensing B modes [163, 467].

Observations of gravitational waves emitted from compact binary inspirals, which

can be detected from systems at intermediate cosmological redshifts, may also be

helpful for studying cosmological preferred-frame effects, because it is expected

that gravitational wave signals should be sensitive to the preferred-frame PPN

parameters α1 and α2 [468].

All of these parameters are well constrained at the present time by astrophysical tests

(with α(t0) = 1 by definition), but cosmological observations should provide the best



Parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology 184

opportunity to study their time dependence. In the next chapter, we will derive the first

cosmological constraints on the PPNC parameters.



Chapter 6

Constraining PPNC with the

cosmic microwave background

In Chapter 5, we discussed at length the development of parameterised post-Newtonian

cosmology (PPNC), a theory-independent framework based on the parameterised post-

Newtonian (PPN) formalism, that makes it possible to construct consistent, well-defined

cosmological models without specifying an underlying theory of gravity [1, 2, 450, 451,

465]. The framework leads to generalised Friedmann equations (5.17-5.18) in which the

PPN parameters α and γ , as well as the minimal additions αc and γc , appear explicitly.

They are upgraded from constants to functions of time, or equivalently scale factor

a . It also gives rise to theory-independent equations of motion (5.31, 5.32, 5.73) for

scalar perturbations to an FLRW cosmology, and the equation (5.81) for divergenceless

vector perturbations, into which the PPNC parameters and their time derivatives enter

through the gravitational coupling functions µ(τ, k) , ν(τ, k) , G(τ, k) and Q(τ, k) . We

showed in Section 5.3 that the time dependence of the PPN parameters is described

well by a power law in a for canonical scalar-tensor theories of gravity, and that the

scale dependence of the couplings µ , ν and G can be approximated well by a simple

zero-parameter interpolation (5.130) between the sub-horizon and super-horizon PPNC

limits1.

Our aim now is to constrain the time-dependent PPNC functions α(t) , γ(t) , αc(t) and

γc(t) , and therefore the gravitational couplings µ , ν and G . This would allow us to

extend the astrophysical constraints on post-Newtonian gravity, summarised by Tables

4.1 and 5.1, to cosmological scales. Studying the time dependence of the PPN parameters

over cosmic history constitutes a direct, physically well-defined, extension of the long-

standing idea, going back to Dirac’s “large numbers” hypothesis [301], that Newton’s

1We did not consider the scale dependence of Q as it affects only vector perturbations. Vector modes
are irrelevant for the temperature, E-mode polarisation and lensing anisotropies in the cosmic microwave
background that we will consider in this chapter, so Q will again not be considered.
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constant (or indeed other fundamental constants) might vary in time [456, 469]. For

example, Dirac’s hypothesis is naturally incorporated by the Brans-Dicke scalar-tensor

theory [300], where Geff(t) ∼ α(t) ∼ 1/ϕ̄(t) evolves as a power law in the scale factor

during matter domination [461].

Inferred measurements we might make within the PPNC framework of, for example,
α̇

α
,

using cosmological datasets, could therefore be compared unambiguously to measure-

ments made in the Solar System through vastly different means [17], such as lunar laser

ranging [348], the ephemeris of Mars [12] and helioseismology [470]. Hence, we would be

able to complement our understanding of the time variation (or indeed the lack thereof)

of G in that setting with a novel set of constraints in an entirely different regime, while

retaining the physical clarity and interpretability that makes the post-Newtonian regime

the gold standard for testing gravity in a theory-agnostic fashion [35].

It is worth noting, before we go on, that there do exist cosmological constraints on an

evolving Newton’s constant. The strongest bounds are provided by the abundances of

light elements from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) [471], although they are model-

dependent [17]. Perhaps more troubling is that it is not clear in general that the “New-

ton’s constant” inferred from observations of this kind is equivalent to what we measure

in weak-field astrophysical gravity, given that BBN occurs during radiation domination,

whereas the G that we measure astrophysically is associated with non-relativistic matter.

To be specific, in GR, the coefficients of 4πρm in the Newton-Poisson equation and
8πρ̄r
3

in the first Friedmann equation are the same, but that equality is, more often than not,

broken in modified theories of gravity.

Thus, although the BBN result is certainly very useful, and should not be disregarded,

it would be satisfying to compare it to the results of an approach in which the notion

of a time-varying Newton’s constant is formalised into a different well-motivated picture

(and using a different cosmological dataset). As we have introduced such an approach in

the previous chapter, it is now our purpose in this chapter to carry out an observational

investigation into the time dependence of the post-Newtonian parameters in cosmology.

In order to do this, we wish to use an accurately measured observational dataset, that is

sensitive to phenomena across a wide range of cosmological scales, from deep within the

Hubble horizon to well beyond it, over large swathes of cosmic history. The anisotropies

in the cosmic microwave background, which we introduced in Section 3.3.1, are therefore

a natural choice. These have the additional property of linearity (
∆T

T
∼ 10−5 is com-

fortably within the linear regime), and the angular power spectra are dependent only

on the scalar sector of linear cosmological perturbation theory. They therefore provide

a very clean probe of the parameters that enter into the Friedmann equations and the

scalar sector of the perturbation theory equations.

Thus, in this chapter we will use observations of the TT , TE , EE and ϕϕ (lensing)
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CMB anisotropies from the Planck satellite [7, 30], in order to constrain the degrees of

freedom of the PPNC formalism, and hence to constrain the time evolution of the PPN

parameters all the way from the time of last scattering through to the present day. We

will see that the CMB anisotropies alone already provide a wealth of information about

the landscape of parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology, and therefore about what

kinds of historic and evolving deviations from General Relativity might be allowed in

our Universe, for any metric theory of gravity that is compatible with the principles of

the PPN formalism2. It should be considered as a complementary alternative to previous

works that have obtained cosmic microwave background constraints on specific classes

of modified gravity theories (especially scalar-tensor models), using effective field theory

and similar approaches [21, 217, 473–475].

We reiterate once again that parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology is a rather con-

servative framework: it makes no assumptions about any additional gravitational field

content of the underlying theory, and does not allow for more complicated deviations

from GR that could be induced, for example, by a theory that contains highly non-trivial

small-scale phenomenology such as a screening mechanism or modified Newtonian dy-

namics (MOND). The conservative nature of the formalism means that our constraints

will be rather general, and thus constitute something approaching a genuine null test of

GR.

Furthermore, in the PPNC framework, the FLRW background expansion and the scalar

perturbations are evolved consistently within the same formalism. This contrasts with

several approaches that are typically taken in cosmology, where the cosmological back-

ground is fixed a priori to be equivalent to a ΛCDM cosmology [352, 353]. We will

find that this is a crucial feature of our results, showing the importance of a complete,

self-consistent framework, as opposed to a näıve test of GR that focuses only on the evo-

lution of cosmological scalar perturbations (unless one is certain that the cosmological

background expansion is equivalent to ΛCDM, which is the case, for example, in certain

f(R) theories [327]).

The chapter, which is based on Ref. [5], will be structured as follows. We will first explain

in Section 6.1 how parameterised post-Newtonian tests of cosmological gravity with CMB

anisotropies can be performed, by introducing a modified Einstein-Boltzmann code that

incorporates the PPNC framework to calculate predictions for CMB observables, and a

Markov Chain Monte Carlo approach for obtaining posteriors on the PPNC and standard

cosmological parameters from the Planck data. In Section 6.2 we will examine the most

prominent effects of PPNC deviations from GR on the cosmic microwave background

2Broadly speaking, this means theories that do not contain nonlinear screening mechanisms, although
attempts to incorporate screened modified gravity theories into the post-Newtonian framework do exist
[472].
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temperature anisotropies. Finally, we will present the results of our analysis of the

PPNC system using the Planck data in Section 6.3, focusing especially on the posteriors

on the PPNC parameters α and γ , and their degeneracies with both each other and the

various standard cosmological parameters. These degeneracies will have direct physical

interpretations in terms of the phenomenology we describe in Section 6.2, and we will

discuss some possibilities for alleviating the degeneracies in the future.

6.1 Setting up CMB tests

In order to use the measured anisotropies in the cosmic microwave background to test

the PPNC framework, it is necessary to introduce two important tools: a modified

Einstein-Boltzmann code to calculate the metric and energy-momentum perturbations

that determine the CMB anisotropies, and a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) anal-

ysis to obtain our constraints.

6.1.1 The PPNC CLASS code

The parameterised, theory-independent, equations of motion, for the cosmological back-

ground expansion and the (Fourier space) linear scalar perturbations, must be integrated

numerically in order to compute predictions for CTTl , CTEl , CEEl and Cϕϕl . We do this by

suitably modifying the Cosmic Linear Anisotropy Solving System (CLASS) code [476],

which solves the Einstein-Boltzmann system described in Appendix A3. For this pur-

pose, one must make some choices of both mathematical parametrisations and physical

couplings of species, which are not uniquely determined by the underlying principles of

the PPNC framework.

We need to prescribe

1. How radiation, and other ultrarelativistic degrees of freedom, should be incorpo-

rated.

2. The functional form of the gravitational slip Σ =
Φ−Ψ

Ψ
on super-horizon scales

k −→ 0 .

3. The forms of the time dependence of the post-Newtonian parameters, and the scale

dependence of the resultant coupling functions.

Let us first deal with the issue of how to include ultrarelativistic species (i.e. radiation

and neutrinos) in the PPNC governing equations. This is obviously necessary in order

to calculate the properties of the cosmic microwave background radiation, but so far

we have dealt only with non-relativistic matter fields (and dark energy). This is really

3The modified CLASS code was written by Daniel B. Thomas.
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an artefact of the way the PPN formalism is built in the first place. It is designed to

describe the gravitational fields of astrophysical systems, for which isotropic pressure p is

suppressed by a factor of v2 relative to mass density ρ in the post-Newtonian hierarchy.

For ultrarelativistic degrees of freedom with v ∼ 1, pressure contributes at leading order

just like energy density; for example, in the case of radiation one has p̄r =
1

3
ρ̄r .

Of course, one could go back to first principles, and reconstruct the PPN formalism

with a different power-counting hierarchy, so that contributions from the generic energy-

momentum tensor of ultrarelativistic species are explicitly accounted for. However, gen-

eralising the post-Newtonian framework in this way may lead to it losing its simplicity

and predictive power. A first attempt to understand the effects of radiation and neutrinos

in parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology is provided in Ref. [420]. In this chapter,

we will make a simple, conservative choice: in the absence of any information from the

classical PPN formalism on how the coupling of ultrarelativistic species to the metric

tensor should be described, we will just retain all these couplings at their standard GR

value. This choice is not unique, but provides us with a definite means to calculate the

effect of the change in gravitational coupling strengths of pressureless matter without

having to make significant changes to the radiation era in the early Universe.

Thus, the Friedmann equation that is evolved in the Einstein-Boltzmann code is

H =

√
8πG

3
γρ̄m +

8πG

3
ρ̄ur −

2γc
3
, (6.1)

where ρ̄m = ρ̄c+ ρ̄b is the total energy density of cold dark matter and baryons, and ρ̄ur

is the total energy density in ultrarelativistic species (so in the standard case, it is just

ρ̄r + ρ̄ν).

The equations of motion that are evolved by the code for the Fourier space Newtonian

gauge scalar perturbations Φ and Ψ are

Φ = (1 + Σ)Ψ +
12πGa2

k2

∑

i

(ρ̄i + p̄i)σi , and (6.2)

Ψ′ = −HΦ− 4πGa2

k2

[
(µ− 1) (ρ̄bθb + ρ̄cθc) +

∑

i

(ρ̄i + p̄i) θi

]
+ GHΨ . (6.3)

Here the labels i refer to the species being considered, σi is the linear shear stress

associated with that species, so that (ρ̄i + p̄i)σi is the scalar part of the anisotropic

stress contribution Πi from the species4, and θi = −k2vi is the velocity divergence

associated with the species (in previous equations, we have used the velocity potential

v rather than θ). As in the Friedmann equation, in the momentum constraint (6.3) the

ultrarelativistic species have been explicitly separated out from non-relativistic matter,

4The only sizeable anisotropic stress is from neutrinos, which are suppressed at the linear level.
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so that they do not carry with them a factor of the PPNC coupling µ . It should also be

noted that in the CLASS code, the metric perturbations Φ and Ψ are replaced by the

pair ϕ and ψ , defined by ϕ = −Ψ and ψ = −Φ . In addition, we note that instead of the

slip Σ , the code uses η = 1 + Σ , so that in the absence of anisotropic stress ψ = ηϕ .

Eq. (6.2) leads us naturally on to the second problem we mentioned above: how to

prescribe the slip function Σ . On small scales k −→ ∞ we have Σ =
α− γ

γ
, but

there is no known link at this stage between the PPN parameters and the value of

Σ on ultra-large scales. As discussed in the previous chapter, we will therefore make

the simple prescription that for k −→ 0 , the slip Σ reverts to its GR value of zero.

This is just chosen for convenience, and can be revisited if and when a more physically

well-motivated prescription for its value is obtained. If we wanted to, there is nothing

stopping us just including the large-scale limit of the slip of an additional free parameter,

and then constraining it alongside our other PPNC parameters. However, to do so would

be somewhat antithetical to the ethos of our formalism where the coupling functions are

decidedly not arbitrary, and so we will not carry out such an analysis here.

Finally, one needs to specify the free functions that enter the governing equations. For

the scale dependence of the couplings µ , G and Σ , we will use the zero-parameter inter-

polation (5.130) introduced and stress-tested for canonical scalar-tensor gravity theories

in Section 5.3. Although this choice might miss out on a small amount of more com-

plicated phenomenology on scales similar to the horizon, it has the desirable property

from the perspective of parameter constraints that it does not introduce any new free

parameters, and so we can focus our constraining power on the time-dependent PPNC

parameters themselves.

Therefore, let us turn our attention to the functional form of the PPNC parameters

{α, γ, αc, γc} = {α(τ), γ(τ), αc(τ), γc(τ)}, which must be input directly into the code.

First, consider the time dependence of the standard post-Newtonian parameters α and

γ . We choose them to be functions of the scale factor a of the form

α(a) = A
(a1
a

)n
+B and γ(a) = C

(a1
a

)n
+D . (6.4)

Here a1 is the initial scale factor of the numerical integration. In all the results presented,

we have made the arbitrary choice a1 = 10−10 , but its exact value does not matter as

long as it is so deep into the radiation-dominated era that matter fields were entirely

irrelevant at that time. The PPNC modifications to gravity are taken not to be present

when the initial conditions are set, which is a safe choice because these initial conditions

are laid down so deep into the radiation era that the coupling of gravity to the entirely

negligible non-relativistic matter content of the Universe is irrelevant. The evolving

parameters then “switch on” at a1 , and begin to affect the cosmological dynamics only
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once there is a non-negligible Ωm in the Universe.

The power law form for α and γ is chosen for its simplicity, and the smoothness of the

interpolated coupling functions µ(τ, k) ,G(τ, k) and Σ(τ, k) that result. In other fruitful

approaches, couplings of this kind have been studied as piecewise functions in redshift

bins, as in Ref. [460]. However, this is not a viable possibility in the PPNC framework,

because the time derivatives of α , γ , αc and γc enter explicitly into the equations of

motion, and so the time derivatives of the parameters must always be well-defined and

continuous. The power law functional form is further motivated by its validity in the

scalar-tensor theory class that was considered in Section 5.3, as shown by Fig. 5.3. In

that case, the same power law index for α and γ was found to be a good description,

with n ≈ 0.1 for the Brans-Dicke theory with ω = 10 that was most strongly deviant

from GR.

The constants {A,B,C,D} are calculated from

• The present-day values of α and γ , which we denote by α0 and γ0. By the definition

of Newton’s constant, which we measure in the Solar System at t0 , α0 = 1 . The

parameter γ0 is constrained by Solar System experiments to be unity, within 1 part

in 105 [310], and so in our analyses we will always choose γ0 = 1 .

• Their initial values α(a1) and γ(a1) . As these are strongly degenerate with the

power law index n , it is more helpful to specify instead the “average” values ᾱ and

γ̄ over the range of scale factors [a1, 1] , defined by

ᾱ ≡
∫ 0
ln a1

d ln a α(a)
∫ 0
ln a1

d ln a
and γ̄ ≡

∫ 0
ln a1

d ln a γ(a)
∫ 0
ln a1

d ln a
. (6.5)

After these averages are specified, the initial condition on γ(a) is then obtained by

γ(a1) =
γ̄ −

(
1

1−an1
− 1

n ln a1

)
γ0

1− 1
1−an1

− 1
n ln a1

, (6.6)

and equivalently for α(a) .

The value of n tells us about the rate of change of the parameters in time, and therefore

indicates at what points in cosmic history they are evolving most rapidly. The behaviour

of γ(a) for different values of the power-law index n , but the same γ̄ , is displayed in Fig.

6.1. For large positive n , any possible modifications in GR in that parameter are pushed

to very early times, when its derivative is very large, whereas for large negative n , the

parameter varies mostly in the late Universe, before which it is roughly a constant ̸= 1 .

For the sake of simplicity, we have chosen the power law index for both α and γ to be

the same, which would indeed be the case if they were both controlled by the evolution
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Figure 6.1: Evolution of the PPN parameter γ(a) for different values of the power-law
index n, shown as a function of the scale factor a. In each case shown, γ̄ is equal to

0.85 . The dotted line is at γ = 0.99 .

of the same underlying degree of freedom. This condition could of course be removed,

at the expense of constraining power and computational efficiency.

Let us finally consider the dark energy-like fields present in the Universe, which are

communicated in the PPNC formalism entirely through the parameters αc(τ) and γc(τ) .

Recall that in GR with ΛCDM energy-momentum content, αc = −2γc = Λ . In order that

γc , which sources the expansion through the first Friedmann equation (5.17), behaves

as similarly as possible to a cosmological constant, we will demand that γc is constant.

It is determined by its fractional contribution to H at the present day, much like how in

the ΛCDM picture Λ is implicitly set by specifying Ωm0 . Thus, we have

γc = γc0 =
3

2
Ωm0H

2
0 (γ0 − 1)− Λ

2
. (6.7)

The integrability condition (5.20) is then used to specify αc , so that

αc(a) =
3Ωm0H

2
0

2a3

(
α(a)− γ(a) +

dγ(a)

d ln a

)
− 2γc0 , (6.8)

where we have dropped the term
dγc
d ln a

that usually appears in Eq. (5.20), as it is
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manifestly zero for a constant γc , and we have also made use of the first Friedmann

equation (5.17), evaluated at the present day.

Note that there is a gauge-related subtlety involved in integrating our equations using the

CLASS Einstein-Boltzmann code. The initial conditions in CLASS are always specified

in the synchronous gauge [476], and then a gauge transformation is made if one desires

the system to be evolved in Newtonian gauge. However, the entire PPNC framework is

explicitly constructed with perturbations defined in the Newtonian gauge, as it is only

with this gauge choice that an explicit link with the post-Newtonian regime can be made

safely [56], and so it would appear problematic to have to specify initial conditions in

a gauge in which our formalism is ill-defined. The issue is sidestepped by setting the

PPNC modifications to gravity to be zero at the initial scale factor a1, and only switching

them on afterwards, for a > a1 . Therefore, we can safely make the gauge transformation

from synchronous to Newtonian gauge at a1 assuming GR equations, in order to set the

initial conditions. Then, we evolve forward in Newtonian gauge using our full PPNC

equations.

In order to highlight the relative effects of PPNC modifications to the background expan-

sion and the evolution of scalar perturbations, relative to ΛCDM, flags can be switched

on in the initialisation file of the PPNC CLASS code that allow it to be run with either

the background or perturbation equations modified from their ΛCDM forms, or both.

Of course, the case where they are both modified constitutes the physically correct set

of equations, and the cases where modifications can be switched off at either the back-

ground or perturbation level only are considered only for the purposes of understanding

how modifying each sector affects observations.

We will find in our analysis that the term GHΨ in the momentum constraint (5.119),

which evolves the Bardeen potentials 5 via Eq. (6.3), plays an important role. Therefore,

the code also contains a flag that allows this term, which vanishes identically for all a

and k in GR, to be artificially removed from Eq. (6.3), in order to highlight its effect.

At present, the PPNC CLASS code is not public, but it will be made public in the

near future, with an official code release describing in detail all the modifications to the

standard CLASS setup, and the initialisations that can be used to explore the PPNC

theory space.

6.1.2 Markov Chain Monte Carlo approach

Our constraints are obtained using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) approach6,

using the Metropolis-Hasting algorithm within the open-source MontePython package

5Strictly speaking, only Ψ is evolved by the code, and then Φ is set at each timestep by the slip
relation (6.2).

6MCMC methods are a standard tool in cosmology, as they are ideally suited to the problem of
determining cosmological parameters from data using Bayesian inference [477].
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[478, 479]. We use a jumping factor of 2.1 , and for each run with a fixed power law

we start ten chains, which continue until the Gelman-Rubin 1 − R [480] convergence

criterion is smaller than 0.01 for all parameters7. For the runs where the power law

index n is a free parameter, we start 120 chains, and use the same convergence criterion.

In our MCMC analyses, we vary seven standard cosmological parameters: the usual six

H0 , ωc , ωb , τreio , ln
(
1010As

)
and ns in the canonical ΛCDM cosmology (where the first

three parameters are as explained in Section 3.3.1, and the final three are respectively

the optical depth to reionisation, and the amplitude and spectral tilt of primordial scalar

perturbations), plus the helium fraction YP from Big Bang nucleosynthesis. Although YP

is not independent of the first six parameters in a ΛCDM context, that is no longer true

in the present case, because the background expansion can be altered in the radiation

era by the modified PPNC Friedmann equations (5.17-5.18). Hence, we must vary YP as

an independent parameter. The FLRW spatial curvature is set to zero, as is ΩΛ , because

αc and γc already account for dark energy. Isocurvature perturbations are ignored.

Let us now move on to the novel parameters that are being varied in the MCMC study.

In all of our runs we have at least two new parameters: the “average” PPN parameters

ᾱ and γ̄ , defined as in Eq. (6.5). From these, we can also display the derived parameters

α(a1) and γ(a1) , calculated according to Eq. (6.6), and the present-time derivatives α̇0

and γ̇0 . In all cases, we set the present-day values of α and γ to unity. The latter is

not truly guaranteed, but merely suggested by Solar System experiments [310], and so

technically one ought to include the Shapiro time delay constraint (displayed in Table

4.1) as a Gaussian prior. However, the variance in γ̄ that would arise from doing this is

negligibly small compared to the variance in the CMB constraint. Thus, for the sake of

simplicity we are safe to ignore this, and set γ(t0) = 1 .

The only thing left to consider is the power law index n that specifies the evolution of

the post-Newtonian parameters through Eq. (6.4). We consider two different sets of

chains:

1. Runs in which the value of n is fixed. We consider runs with several different indices

n , the results of which are presented in Section 6.3.1. These runs therefore have

nine independent parameters (as well as the usual Planck nuisance parameters):

the six standard cosmological parameters present in ΛCDM, plus YP, ᾱ and γ̄ .

2. Runs with n as a free parameter, such that there are ten independent parameters.

The results of these runs are presented in Section 6.3.2. This is rather closer than

the fixed-n cases to what one would really like to do from a Bayesian perspective,

because there is no particular reason to choose any given n , but of course the

7The plots presented in this chapter are my own. However, they are made using data from the MCMC
analyses, which were implemented by Daniel B. Thomas.
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Cosmological parameters Derived parameters Fixed parameters

100ωb ∈ [0,∞) zreio Nncdm = 1

ωc ∈ [0,∞) σ8 mncdm/eV = 0.06

ln
(
1010As

)
∈ (−∞,∞) 100 θ∗ Nur = 2.0328

ns ∈ [0,∞) γ(a1) Tncdm/K = 0.7161

τreio ∈ [0.004, 1] α(a1) a1 = 10−10

YP ∈ [0, 1] γ̇0/H0 γ(t0) = 1

100h ∈ (0,∞) α̇0/H0 α(t0) = 1

γ̄ ∈ [0, 50] —– —–

ᾱ ∈ [0, 50] —– —–

n ∈ (−15, 0.25] —– —–

Table 6.1: Left column: full list of cosmological parameters constrained in the MCMC
analysis, with the bounds on their prior distributions (which are flat in between the
bounds). Centre: full list of derived parameters constrained as a result. Right: full list
of parameters which are held fixed in the analysis. Note that in several of the chains, the
PPNC power law index n is held fixed, rather than being varied as a model parameter.

inclusion of an additional parameter comes at the cost of constraining power for

the rest of the PPNC parameter space.

Constraints are obtained from the Planck 2018 dataset [30, 182], which comprises the

low-l likelihood, the full TT, EE and TE high-l likelihood with the complete “not-lite”

set of nuisance parameters, and the lensing potential likelihood. For the 20 nuisance

parameters, we adopt Gaussian priors, with means and variances fixed at the same

values used by the Planck collaboration for the above set of likelihoods [30].

The set of cosmological parameters constrained is summarised in Table 6.1. We have also

displayed the ranges of their flat priors, as well as the derived parameters we constrain.

Finally, we list the parameters which are held fixed - the PPNC boundary conditions

already discussed, plus the number of massive neutrinos Mncdm , and their associated

mass mncdm and temperature Tncdm , the effective number of ultrarelativistic (massless

neutrino) species Nur . Taken together, these parameters fix the effective number of

neutrino species to be its ΛCDM value Neff = 3.046 .

For the chains in which the power law index n is varied, we apply a flat prior with a

lower bound of −15 . The upper bound of the prior is more complicated, and the results

are invariably sensitive to it. The reason for this is that increasing the value of n moves

the consequences of modifying gravity to earlier and earlier times, as displayed in Fig.

6.1. Thus, all deviations from GR are pushed deeper and deeper into the radiation era,

where the matter contribution and thus the effect of the modified gravitational coupling

parameters is increasingly negligible. For example, one could set the upper bound of n to

1 . This is very conservative, allowing all the effects of modifying gravity to be confined
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Power law index n γ̄ ᾱ γeq αeq γLS αLS

0.1 0.87 1.13 0.9439 1.0562 0.9548 1.0452

−0.4 0.87 1.13 0.8598 1.1402 0.8631 1.1369

0.4 0.87 1.13 0.9970 1.0030 0.9982 1.0019

Table 6.2: Values of γ and α at matter-radiation equality and last scattering, for three
different PPNC power laws with the same values of γ̄ and ᾱ .

to very early times well before matter-radiation equality. In this case, the posterior is

driven to the range of values of n up against the upper bound of the prior, where the

altered gravitational parameters have little effect. Therefore, the resulting constraints

on ᾱ and γ̄ lack physical meaning and are rather misleading.

Let us therefore determine a less conservative prior, in order to obtain some more mean-

ingful results. We choose the upper bound on the prior for n to be 0.25 . This is

motivated by requiring that deviations from GR in γ(a) and α(a) , if they exist, should

persist non-negligibly into the matter era, rather than being confined entirely to the

radiation era where they have little physical effect, since the coupling of gravity to mat-

ter is irrelevant if matter is negligible compared to radiation. To visualise what this

means for the evolution of α(a) and γ(a) , consider again Fig. 6.1. For the large positive

power laws with n = 0.4 and 0.7, the curve γ(a) only drops below the dotted line at

γ = 0.99 for a < 10−4. Thus, almost all the modifications to GR are appearing well

before matter-radiation equality in these cases. This means that they have very little

effect, because the PPNC parameters have been assumed not to couple to radiation.

The choice of n = 0.25 as our borderline cutoff case is suggested by the corresponding

brown curve in Fig. 6.1, for which γ is below 0.99 for a ≲ 10−3 , i.e. until around the

recombination epoch.

To see the differences between the power laws as they pertain to the CMB, consider Table

6.2, in which we have computed the values of the PPN parameters at matter-radiation

equality and last scattering, for the power laws n = 0.1 , −0.4 and 0.4 , with the same

values of γ̄ and ᾱ . It shows that for the 0.1 and −0.4 power laws, the functional form of

γ(a) and α(a) allows for non-negligible modifications to gravity in the matter-dominated

era. In contrast, for the n = 0.4 power law, virtually all the evolution in α(a) and γ(a)

happens for a≪ aLS . Hence, there is very little constraining power on ᾱ and γ̄ , because

by the time of matter-radiation equality, α and γ have already relaxed to within 0.3%

of unity. We take this to be justification for our intuition about the prior on n for the

varying-n chains.

This concludes our discussion of how our CMB tests of the PPNC landscape are con-

ducted. In the next section, we will consider in some detail what the main physical effects

of PPNC deviations from General Relativity are, and how they imprint themselves on
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the cosmic microwave background anisotropies. With those in mind, we will be able to

understand the key MCMC results. These are presented in Section 6.3.

6.2 CMB phenomenology in parameterised post-Newtonian

cosmology

In this section, we will investigate the main features of the PPNC theory space, as they

pertain to the CMB temperature anisotropies. We choose to do this before we present

the results of the Planck MCMC analyses in Section 6.3, so that when we come to those

we will have a physical intuition for what the results might mean.

We will focus first on the relationship between the PPNC parameters (especially their

weighted averages ᾱ and γ̄). We will then explore the modifications to the FLRW back-

ground expansion that can be induced in our framework, which are manifested primarily

through the acoustic peaks in the CMB. These will allow us to predict degeneracies with

the cosmological parameters, most notably H0 and ωc .

6.2.1 Relationship between the PPN parameters

Perhaps the simplest thing one can do is simply select a power law for γ(a) and α(a) ,

hold the standard cosmological parameters fixed at their Planck 2018 best-fit values, and

then näıvely compute CMB statistics, for a large set of pairs (γ̄, ᾱ) . Nevertheless, this

simple exercise can provide a good deal of insight. The first results of carrying it out are

shown by Fig. 6.2, which displays the mean absolute residual, averaged over l ∈ [2, 1001],

in CTTl relative to the best-fit ΛCDM, for a PPNC power law with n = 0.1 . It indicates

a very clear preference for α and γ to be roughly equal8, with ᾱ ̸= γ̄ disfavoured. For

example, the mean absolute residual is 80.2% for (ᾱ, γ̄) = (1.15, 0.85), whereas it is

1.67% for (ᾱ, γ̄) = (0.85, 0.85), and 1.61% for (1.15, 1.15) , even though in all of these

cases |ᾱ − 1| and |γ̄ − 1| are the same. We find that this behaviour, pushing α and γ

to be very close to one another for the resultant CMB temperature anisotropies to be

observationally viable, persists generically for other choices of n .

The positive degeneracy between ᾱ and γ̄, or equivalently the strong preference for ᾱ ≈ γ̄,

can be explained with reference to the PPNC Friedmann equation Eq. (6.1), and the

perturbation equations that are used in the PPNC CLASS code, Eqs. (6.2-6.3). Eq.

(6.1) is used in the PPNC-CLASS code to evolve the FLRW background. It contains

only γ, and not α, which is irrelevant to the background expansion for our choice of γc

8Note that ᾱ and γ̄ being equal means that α(a) = γ(a) for all a , as they have the same power law
index n, and we are implementing the condition γ(a = 1) = 1, while α(a = 1) = 1 by definition.
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Figure 6.2: Colour map of the mean absolute residual of Cl relative to ΛCDM, averaged
over multipoles l ∈ [2, 1001]. Results are displayed as a function of ᾱ and γ̄, for the
n = 0.1 PPNC power law. We have evolved the cosmological background and scalar

perturbations using the full set of PPNC equations.

time evolution 9. However, the perturbation equations involve both α and γ, through

the interpolating functions µ(a, k) , G(a, k) and Σ(a, k) . These are explicitly dependent

on the PPNC parameters and their time derivatives, via their functional forms given by

Eq. (5.130).

As the CMB observables depend on the evolution of both the background cosmology,

which is sensitive only to γ(a), and the metric perturbations, which are sensitive to both

γ(a) and α(a), it follows that if ᾱ and γ̄ are equal, then there must be a cancellation

between the effects of the PPNC system’s departures from ΛCDM on the background,

and their effects on the perturbations. We will show shortly that this is indeed the case.

This cancellation is increasingly broken as ᾱ− γ̄ is taken further away from zero.

The combination α− γ appears explicitly at only one place in the evolution equations10

for the perturbations Φ and Ψ . This is in the term GHΨ in the momentum constraint

(6.3), which determines the evolution of Ψ. Recall that with our choice of interpolating

function, G has the form

G(a, k) = 1

γ

(
α− γ +

dγ

d ln a

)[
1

2
+

1

2
tanh ln

(
k

H(a)

)]
. (6.9)

9In principle, α could enter into the background if one chose to specify the time evolution of αc rather
than γc, and then calculate the evolution of γc from the integrability condition Eq. (5.20), which contains
α.

10It appears in the slip relation, Eq. (6.2), but this is just an algebraic constraint, and does not tell
us anything about how the perturbations should evolve.
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Figure 6.3: The same as Fig. 6.2, but where the term GHΨ has been artificially
removed from the momentum constraint equation, in order to demonstrate the impor-

tance of the PPNC G function in driving the requirement that ᾱ ≈ γ̄ .

In the limit k −→ ∞, corresponding to modes deep inside the horizon, G is given by
α− γ

γ
+

d ln γ

d ln a
. The function G vanishes at all times and for all perturbation wavenum-

bers in ΛCDM. If α = γ, then G remains small outside of GR, with contributions to it

coming only from
d ln γ

d ln a
. Therefore, the explicitly non-GR contributions to the pertur-

bation dynamics are suppressed, even if γ = α is deviant from unity, and so a ΛCDM-like

CMB power spectrum can be obtained with a suitable set of cosmological parameters.

By contrast, if ᾱ ̸= γ̄, then the non-GR term GHΨ drives distinct phenomenology in the

CMB, which could push it well outside the Planck error bars no matter how much the

basic ΛCDM parameters are adjusted.

Fig. 6.2 suggests that there ought to be an approximate equality between γ(a) and α(a) .

Let us now try to identify what the physical reason for that is. First, we consider what

happens if one artificially removes the GHΨ term from Eq. (6.3), and then re-runs the

PPNC CLASS code without that term, in order to calculate the mean absolute residual

in Cl relative to ΛCDM, as we previously calculated in Fig. 6.2 for the true PPNC

equations with this term retained. Fig. 6.3 shows that the preference for ᾱ = γ̄ is then

substantially reduced, with a maximum value of
〈
|
(
Cl − CΛCDM

l

)
/CΛCDM

l |
〉
of 24.0% in

the corner (ᾱ, γ̄) = (1.15, 0.85) .

This suggests that the PPNC G function, if it is large, can drive substantially different

behaviour from ΛCDM at the level of the perturbations, leading to stark differences in

the statistical properties of the temperature anisotropies. However, it does not tell us

anything about which of the physical phenomena that produce CTTl (i.e. the CMB source
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Figure 6.4: The relative effects of PPNC background and perturbation evolutions on
the total angular power spectrum, compared to ΛCDM. In each case, we have computed
results first using the full PPNC equations, and then with the G PPNC function artifi-
cially removed. Results are shown for a power law with n = 0.1 , where ᾱ = γ̄ = 0.87
in the top row, and in the bottom row ᾱ = 1.13 and γ̄ = 0.87 . Black curves show the
results for a full PPNC evolution, green when the PPNC perturbation equations are
used but the background expansion is ΛCDM, and blue when the background is evolved

using Eq. (6.1), but perturbations are evolved according to ΛCDM equations.

functions) that term is affecting, or about how the modifications to the perturbations

compare to the modifications to the background expansion.

To begin to investigate this, we consider the effects on CTTl of the PPNC background and

perturbation evolution, in order to show that there is indeed a cancellation that occurs

for ᾱ = γ̄ , and that this cancellation is worse for ᾱ ̸= γ̄ (driving the results much further

from the Planck best-fit ΛCDM and making them disfavoured by the data). We will also

show that the non-cancellation in the unequal case is driven primarily by the presence

of the G PPNC function. To do this, we calculate the angular power spectrum for a

given choice of n, ᾱ and γ̄ three times: once where the entire system of PPNC equations

is used, once where the perturbations are evolved according to the PPNC perturbation

equations but the background is evolved with the ΛCDM Friedmann equations, and

once where the perturbations follow ΛCDM equations but the background follows the
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Figure 6.5: The same as Fig. 6.4, but where instead of the total angular power
spectrum Ctot

l , we have computed only the Sachs-Wolfe term CSW
l .

PPNC Friedmann equations. We then do this again, but with the term proportional to

G artificially removed from the momentum constraint equation.

We show the results of doing this first in Fig. 6.4 for the total Cl , and then in Fig. 6.5

for the Sachs-Wolfe source term. The Sachs-Wolfe and Doppler terms are the dominant

source functions driving the constraint between ᾱ and γ̄ . This is because the power laws

for the PPNC parameters can substantially shift their values from unity at aLS , as dis-

played in Fig. 6.1. Therefore, they directly affect the metric and velocity perturbations

at last scattering. For the sake of brevity, we do not display the Doppler term, as the

phenomenological behaviour is the same as in the Sachs-Wolfe case in Fig. 6.5.

In the case (ᾱ, γ̄) = (1.13, 0.87), there is virtually no cancellation. Instead, the effects of

the background and perturbations act on Ctot
l and CSW

l (and indeed on CDop
l , although

we have not displayed it here) in the same direction to further amplify the acoustic peaks.

The l ≳ 500 region is dominated by the PPNC perturbations, which are highly deviant

from ΛCDM. However, we see that the non-cancellation in the case ᾱ ̸= γ̄ is much

less severe if we artificially remove the G term from the PPNC momentum constraint



CMB tests of parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology 202

0.9 1.0 1.1

γ̄

0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

P
ot

en
ti

al
at

la
st

sc
at

te
ri

ng
/Λ

C
D

M
va

lu
e

n = 0.1

0.9 1.0 1.1

γ̄

0.8

0.9

1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

n = −0.4

0.9 1.0 1.1

γ̄

0.990

0.995

1.000

1.005

1.010

n = 0.4
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Figure 6.6: Metric perturbations Φ and Ψ at last scattering, as a function of γ̄, for
k = 10−2 Mpc−1 , which corresponds to a mode deep inside the horizon at last scattering.
They are evaluated for the case where the full PPNC equations are used, for the case
where only the perturbations are governed by PPNC equations (and the background by
ΛCDM equations), and for the case where only the background is governed by PPNC
equations (and the perturbations by ΛCDM equations). In these plots, we have set
ᾱ = γ̄, and have normalised each perturbation by its ΛCDM value at aLS . Results are

shown for the n = 0.1, n = −0.4 and n = 0.4 power laws.

equation, as shown in the right half of each quadrant. For ᾱ = γ̄ , removing G has very

little effect, as expected.

The presence of the function G gives a good explanation as to why a parameterised

post-Newtonian cosmology with α ̸= γ should provide a poor fit to the CMB. However,

we have not yet established the converse: why α ≈ γ provides a good fit, even if that

shared value can be rather deviant from its GR value of unity. To understand why

this is the case, consider again the Sachs-Wolfe and Doppler source terms. These are

sensitive to the values of both the scalar metric perturbations Φ and Ψ themselves at last

scattering, through Eqs. (3.29-3.31), with the vb that enters the Doppler source function

ultimately determined by Φ(aLS) through the Euler equation (3.22), and Φ(aLS) itself

depending on Ψ(aLS) by the slip relation (6.2). Thus, deviations in CSW
l and CDop

l from

their ΛCDM predictions reflect the modifications to GR encoded in our equations of

motion, evaluated at aLS . This is seen directly by evaluating the metric perturbations

Φ(aLS) and Ψ(aLS) for a subhorizon mode11. The ratio between them and their ΛCDM

counterparts is shown in Fig. 6.6, as a function of γ̄ = ᾱ, for the n = 0.1, −0.4 and 0.4

power laws12.

11The horizon scale at last scattering kLS
H = H(aLS) depends on the PPNC parameters and power-law

index chosen, but it is typically around kLS
H ∼ 4 or 5 × 10−3 Mpc−1 (e.g. kLS

H = 4.81 × 10−3 Mpc−1 in
ΛCDM, and kLS

H = 4.51 × 10−3 Mpc−1 for a PPNC power law with n = −0.4 and γ̄ = 0.85 ).
12The cancellation between background and perturbations is phenomenologically very similar for su-

perhorizon modes.
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Figure 6.7: The average residual, relative to ΛCDM, in the Sachs-Wolfe and Doppler
terms, for l ∈ [2, 1001], as a function of γ̄ (with ᾱ = γ̄). They are evaluated for the case
where the full PPNC equations are used, for the case where only the perturbations are
governed by PPNC equations (and the background by ΛCDM equations), and for the
case where only the background is governed by PPNC equations (and the perturbations

by ΛCDM equations). Results are displayed for the n = −0.4 power law.

If α = γ, then the PPNC modifications to the background and perturbation equations

have roughly equal and opposite effects on the gravitational potentials at last scattering.

The reason why the effects are opposite is that if γ > 1, then the coupling µ to matter in

the perturbation equation (6.3) is larger, and so the growth of perturbations is enhanced.

However, γ > 1 means that for the same total matter density ρ̄m, the expansion rate H

is faster, according to Eq. (5.17). The growth of perturbations is therefore suppressed.

Figs. 6.7 and 6.8 display the effects of the PPNC modifications to the background and

perturbations in the mean absolute deviation of Cl from ΛCDM, in both the Sachs-Wolfe

and Doppler terms. They are shown as a function of γ̄, and we have set ᾱ = γ̄ . Again,

we consider the −0.4 and 0.4 power laws, while noting that all departures from ΛCDM

are far smaller for n = 0.4, for which even at the extremal cases |ᾱ − 1| = 0.15 or

|γ̄ − 1| = 0.15 , both α and γ are within 0.3% of unity by last scattering.

Because of the cancellation between the non-GR effects of PPNC on the FLRW back-

ground and scalar perturbations in both the Sachs-Wolfe and Doppler terms, we find that

γ̄ itself is allowed to be quite substantially deviant from unity, as long as it is closely

tracked by ᾱ . We will see in Section 6.3 that it is the difference between the PPNC

parameters that is strongly constrained by the data, not their sum or average.
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Figure 6.8: The same as Fig. 6.7, but for the n = +0.4 power law.
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Figure 6.9: Ratio at last scattering of the purely gravitational term qgrav = GHΨ
in the momentum constraint equation to the sum of the conventional momentum-
like terms arising from matter (qmat = 4πGa2µ [ρ̄cvc + ρ̄bvb]) and radiation (qrad =
4πGa2 [(ρ̄r + p̄r) vr + (ρ̄ur + p̄ur) vur]). The wavelength of the perturbations is set equal
to the Hubble horizon at last scattering. Results are displayed as a function of the
difference between the average PPNC parameters, ᾱ − γ̄ , for five different power law

indices n . We have set ᾱ+ γ̄ equal to 2.



CMB tests of parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology 205

In Fig. 6.9, we demonstrate explicitly that the cancellations seen in Figs. 6.7 and 6.8

are primarily a result of the term GHΨ in the momentum constraint being small at aLS

when ᾱ = γ̄ . The contribution of GHΨ to the evolution of horizon-scale perturbations

at last scattering is most sensitive to ᾱ − γ̄ for n < 0, and very insensitive for n ≳ 0.4 .

This reiterates the point we have made, that the requirement α ≈ γ is most stringent if

the PPNC parameters are allowed to be noticeably deviant from GR until well after last

scattering, whereas there is very little constraining power in the data if all the deviations

from GR are happening in the very early Universe during radiation domination.

Finally, Fig. 6.10 shows the persistence of the effect of the purely non-GR term GHΨ

across a wide range of scales at last scattering, for γ̄ ̸= ᾱ = 1 . It affects all k ≳
kH , at the level of several percent in both the momentum constraint equation and the

metric perturbations Φ and Ψ themselves, as demonstrated by the upper and lower plots

respectively. That effect on the metric perturbations is a roughly uniform amplification

of the Weyl potential Φ + Ψ across sub-horizon k scales during matter domination13,

when γ̄ < ᾱ = 1 , as for γ̄ < ᾱ, we have G(aLS, kLSH ) > 0 .

One can interpret the required (near-) equality between α(a) and γ(a) as requiring that

Φ and Ψ are equal on all scales and at all times, except in the presence of anisotropic

stress due to neutrinos, as per Eq. (6.2), because we have already set the superhorizon

limit of the slip Σ to zero. Hence, if Σ vanishes on both large and small scales, then it

must vanish on all scales due to the form (5.130) of its interpolation in k . The equality

of the Newtonian gauge perturbations is a well-known feature of GR (see e.g. [46, 358]).

It appears that one of our strongest constraints on deviations from GR, therefore, will

be that they should approximately retain this property.

We can summarise our conclusions in this section as the following:

1. the G function drives the preference for ᾱ = γ̄ as it becomes large if they are not

equal.

2. If ᾱ and γ̄ are equal, then there can be a cancellation between the effects of the

background (which only involves α) and the perturbations (which involve both γ

and α), so that the overall CMB produced is consistent with the observed spectra.

3. If ᾱ and γ̄ are not equal, then the background-perturbations cancellation does

not happen, because the G function changes the evolution of the perturbations

substantially. Hence, the perturbations can no longer cancel off the background.

Let us now focus on how parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology affects the FLRW

background expansion.

13The modified damping that GHΨ introduces in Eq. (6.3) becomes significant after matter-radiation
equality, as α(a) and γ(a) couple only to matter.
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Figure 6.10: Upper panel: ratio qgrav/ (qmat + qrad), as a function of k, evaluated at
last scattering, where qgrav , qmat and qrad are as defined in Fig. 6.9. Lower panel: Φ+Ψ
as a function of k, also at last scattering. The results are shown for ΛCDM and for the
n = 0.1, n = −0.4 and n = 0.4 PPNC power laws. For the PPNC cases, we have used
ᾱ = 1 . The horizon scale at last scattering for each case is also displayed on both plots.

6.2.2 FLRW background expansion and the acoustic peaks

The most immediate effect of our CMB calculations is the requirement that ᾱ ≈ γ̄ ,

for values of n that might be considered more physically viable (i.e. those ≲ 0.25 that

do not push all the modifications to gravity deep into the radiation era). There is

still clearly some remaining constraining power: not all sets of cosmological parameters

{H0, ωc, ωb, τ, As, ns, YP} provide equally good fits to the data. In this section, we will

show that we do not expect the constraints on all of those remaining parameters (the

standard ΛCDM cosmological parameters plus YP, which must be included, as mentioned

in Section 6.1.2) to be independent from ᾱ and γ̄. We expect the most significant

degeneracies to be between the PPNC parameters ᾱ and γ̄ and the parameters H0 and

ωc . This is because those are the two parameters in the ΛCDM concordance cosmology

which most strongly affect the heights and locations of the acoustic peaks, as we explained

in Section 3.3.1.
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Figure 6.11: DTT
l for the n = 0.1 (blue), −0.4 (green) and 0.4 (brown) PPNC

power laws, with their best-fit values of ᾱ and γ̄. We have also shown the Planck
2018 data points (red), and the corresponding best-fit ΛCDM curve (black). In the
first plot, all the basic ΛCDM cosmological parameters are fixed. Then in the re-
maining three, they are consecutively adjusted (first H0 , then H0 and ωc , then
all the other standard parameters.). The PPNC curves have all been shifted by
DPPNC

l −→ DΛCDM
l + 10

(
DPPNC

l −DΛCDM
l

)
in order to make the discrepancies vis-

ible, and the Planck error bars enlarged by a factor of 5.
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Figure 6.12: Comparison of the effect on the cosmological background expansion of
varying γ̄ (i.e. changing gravity) while holding all the standard ΛCDM parameters fixed
(black), to the effect of varying γ̄ by the same amount but adjusting H0 (red), or both
H0 and ωc (green), to compensate its effect on the FLRW expansion. We have displayed
results for the n = 0.1 (solid) and n = −0.4 (dashed) power laws, with γ̄ = 0.85 , so that
the curves γ(a) for each power law are as given in Fig. 6.1. We show the curves θ(a) and
τ(a) , for a ∈

[
10−5, 1

]
, where θ(a) = rs(a)/dA(a) . All curves have been normalised

by their ΛCDM evolution. The quantities θ(aLS) and τ(aeq) respectively determine the
locations and heights of the CMB acoustic peaks.

Before we go on, we stress again that the FLRW expansion is sensitive to γ(a) but

not α(a), in our implementation. Therefore, what we are really dealing with are the

competing effects on the cosmological background of γ̄ and H0, and the competing

effects of γ̄ and ωc. The requirement ᾱ ≈ γ̄, which is required by the evolution of the

gravitational perturbations, as discussed in detail above, then means that any expected

degeneracies between γ̄ and H0, and between γ̄ and ωc, give rise to roughly the same

degeneracies between ᾱ and H0, and between ᾱ and ωc . This can be seen through

the effect of varying these parameters on the temperature anisotropies themselves, as

displayed in Fig. 6.11. We show CTT
l for the n = 0.1, n = −0.4 and n = 0.4 PPNC power

laws. First, we keep all the standard cosmological parameters at their ΛCDM Planck

best-fit values. Then we successively adjust the remaining cosmological parameters, in

order to compensate the effect of varying γ and hence improve the overall fit to the

Planck data: in the second subplot, H0 has been adjusted for the PPNC curves to its

best-fit value for each power law, but all the other basic parameters have been held fixed.

In the third, both H0 and ωc have been adjusted, in the fourth H0, ωc and As , and in

the fifth H0, ωc, As and ns . In the sixth, all the parameters have been adjusted (i.e.

those above, plus ωb, τreio and YP ).

The change between the plot with all the standard parameters fixed and the plot with H0

adjusted shows how γ competes with H0 to set the locations of the acoustic peaks. This

is because, once ᾱ has been fixed to be approximately equal to γ̄, the most significant

remaining difference in the CMB power spectrum between the PPNC case and ΛCDM is
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that the evolving γ(a) modifies the angular diameter distance to last scattering, and the

sound horizon at last scattering. Therefore, γ(a) generically causes a shift in the peak

locations, through the ratio θ(aLS) = rs(aLS)/dA(aLS) , unless the changes to dA(aLS)

and rs(aLS) happen to cancel, which does not typically occur.

The effect of the PPNC power law evolution of γ(a) on the cosmological background is

demonstrated by Fig. 6.12. The reason for the degeneracy between γ̄ and H0 is indicated

by the upper set, where, of the standard cosmological parameters, only H0 can be varied.

Consider the first subplot, which shows θ(a) relative to ΛCDM . The black curves show

the effect of varying γ̄ while holding all the standard cosmological parameters fixed,

whereas the red curves show the effect of varying γ̄ while also compensating its effect by

varying H0 . Without adjusting H0 , setting γ̄ < 1 shifts θ(aLS) above its ΛCDM value,

corresponding to a lower l for the first acoustic peak. However, it can be compensated

by reducing H0 relative to ΛCDM, so that the peak locations return to their observed

values. This shows that we expect to see a positive degeneracy between γ̄ and H0.

Now, let us focus on what we expect will be the next-strongest degeneracy in our hier-

archy, between γ̄ and ωc (and thus between ᾱ and ωc due to the approximate equality

of ᾱ and γ̄). Fig. 6.11 shows that the main effect of adjusting ωc is to compensate the

effect of the evolution of γ on the heights of the acoustic peaks. This can be explained

through the second subplot in Fig. 6.12.

We focus in particular on the conformal time τ that has elapsed at a given a since the

beginning of the PPNC evolution at a1 = 10−10 , which is shown in the third subplot as a

ratio of its ΛCDM value. Of particular importance is τeq = τ(aeq) , the matter-radiation

equality scale. Setting γ̄ < 1 increases τeq , because weakening gravity at the level of the

background means that the effective energy density of cold dark matter, γρc , that enters

into the Friedmann equation (5.17), is always lower than in ΛCDM. Thus, the radiation

era lasts longer, and so acoustic oscillations in the photon-baryon fluid have more time

to drive acoustic anisotropies in the CMB, before dark matter takes over and suppresses

the oscillations. Such an amplification of the acoustic peaks is entirely equivalent to the

effect of lowering ωc within ΛCDM. Hence, the effect on τeq of reducing γ̄ from unity

can be compensated, at least in part, by a suitable increase in ωc , as seen from the blue

curves in the same subplot. This means that we predict a negative degeneracy between

γ̄ and ωc .

6.3 Observational constraints from Planck

Our constraints can be split into two categories: the MCMC analyses with a fixed power

law index n for α(a) and γ(a) (for which there are nine fitting parameters), and analyses

with the power law index n varied as an additional, tenth free parameter.
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Power law −1 −0.7 −0.4 −0.1 0.1

γ̄ 0.91+0.04
−0.05 0.92+0.04

−0.04 0.94+0.03
−0.03 0.94+0.03

−0.03 0.86+0.06
−0.08

ᾱ 0.91+0.04
−0.05 0.92+0.04

−0.04 0.94+0.03
−0.03 0.94+0.04

−0.04 0.84+0.07
−0.09

Power law 0.25 0.4 0.55 0.7 varying

γ̄ 0.97+0.03
−0.01 1.29+0.08

−0.40 1.88+0.33
−0.96 1.52+0.16

−0.58 0.90+0.07
−0.08

ᾱ 0.98+0.03
−0.01 1.47+0.11

−0.58 2.74+0.71
−1.50 3.04+1.00

−0.29 0.89+0.08
−0.09

Table 6.3: Constraints on γ̄ and ᾱ for fixed power laws n (and a varying power law
with an nmax = 0.25 upper bound on the prior), with their 68% confidence intervals.

6.3.1 Fixed power law results

For the fixed power law chains, we consider the following values of n: -0.7, -0.4, -0.1, 0.1,

0.25, 0.4, 0.55, 0.7. Let us focus first on the constraints on the averaged post-Newtonian

parameters ᾱ and γ̄ , that are obtained in parameterised post-Newtonian cosmologies

governed by those specific power laws. The results are displayed in Table 6.3, where we

show the 68% confidence intervals on ᾱ and γ̄, for fixed powerlaws of different values.

This information is visualised in Figure 6.13. For n ≤ 0.25 , the two PPNC parameters

are broadly equally constrained, to within around 3-4%, and 1 to 2σ , of their GR value.

They are all slightly below GR (unity for both parameters), but consistent with it. The

constraints on ᾱ and γ̄ are very similar, because the two parameters are highly degenerate

with one another. This is a direct consequence of the requirement ᾱ ≈ γ̄ , the physical

origin of which we explored in detail in Section 6.2.1.

It is notable that some of our fixed-n MCMC analyses indicate a slight preference for

“weak gravity”, ᾱ ≈ γ̄ < 1 . This should not really be taken as evidence for deviations

from General Relativity, not least because there is no uniquely well-motivated choice of

power law n , and so any results for fixed n are suggestive at most. For n ≳ 0.4 , the

constraints are much weaker. We can explain this with direct reference to the issues we

discussed in Section 6.1.2: for these values of n , virtually all the modifications to gravity

from deviant values of α and γ are pushed deep into the radiation era. Therefore they

have very little physical effect, so the data provide much less constraining power on ᾱ

and γ̄ , since by the time of last scattering the Universe is virtually indistinguishable

from the concordance cosmology. Thus, it is not clear that these constraints have much

physical meaning.

Let us now turn our attention to the present-day time derivatives of the post-Newtonian

parameters, for which the constraints are displayed in Table 6.4 (with 95% confidence

intervals), and visualised in Fig. 6.14 (with 68% intervals). The constraints on γ̇0

and α̇0 are similar to one another, as expected from our discussion of the gravitational
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Figure 6.13: Constraints on γ̄ and ᾱ for various fixed power law indices n , and for
the case where n is varied (with a flat prior between −15 and 0.25), as will be discussed

in Section 6.3.2. Results are shown with their 68% confidence intervals.

phenomenology driving α and γ to be equal to one another throughout cosmic history14.

The best-fit values, and their confidence intervals, depend very strongly on the value

of n , as can be understood with reference to Fig. 6.1. For large positive n , there

is simply no way to get a large derivative of a PPN parameter at a = 1 , unless the

average of the PPN parameter is enormously, and probably unphysically, deviant from

its GR value of unity. For the n ≥ 0.25 power laws, the constraints on α̇0 are better than

those obtained in Solar System experiments (with the tightest such measurement coming

from the ephemeris of Mars [12]). For n < 0 the constraints on α̇0 are not especially

competitive with Solar System measurements.

It is important here to recall that Solar System tests do not constrain γ̇0 at all, because

they are tests involving the motion of non-relativistic matter (such as the planets). The

post-Newtonian geodesic equation for non-relativistic matter is described by α only,

whereas α and γ together describe trajectories of electromagnetic waves, and there are

no Solar System experiments that directly study the time evolution of this. Thus, our

constraints on γ̇ are tighter than what have been obtained to date in the weak-field

astrophysical regime. They are still of course subject to an intrinsic dependence on the

14Our constraints are actually on
γ̇0
H0

and
α̇0

H0
, due to the degeneracy between the post-Newtonian

parameters and H0 . However, for simplicity we will just talk about these as being constraints on γ̇0 and
α̇0 , because the 1D posterior distributions on them are much broader than that on H0 .
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Figure 6.14: Constraints on the present-day time derivatives of γ and α, for various
fixed power law indices n , and also for the varying-n case. They are normalised by
H0 , and shown along with their 68% confidence intervals. The shaded region displays
the tightest Solar System constraint on α̇0 , from the ephemeris of Mars [12]. This has

similarly been normalised by H0 .

Power law γ̇0/H0 α̇0/H0

−1 0.098+0.049
−0.045 0.096+0.049

−0.045

−0.7 0.057+0.029
−0.027 0.056+0.029

−0.027

−0.4 0.027+0.014
−0.014 0.027+0.015

−0.014

−0.1 0.001+0.0057
−0.0055 0.010+0.0061

−0.0058

0.1 0.0049+0.0027
−0.0021 0.0056+0.0031

−0.0025

0.25
(
1.3+6.3

−1.2

)
× 10−4

(
1.1+6.9

−1.4

)
× 10−4

0.4
(
−1.1+1.5

−0.3

)
× 10−4

(
−1.7+2.1

−0.4

)
× 10−4

Table 6.4: 68% constraints on the present-day time derivatives of the post-Newtonian
parameters, as a ratio of H0 , for the fixed PPNC power laws with power law indices

n = {−1,−0.7,−0.4,−0.1, 0.1, 0.25, 0.4} .

prescription for n , being derived parameters within the MCMC, rather than additional

parameters to be varied independently.

Let us now move on to the standard ΛCDM parameters, and their degeneracies with the

time-averaged post-Newtonian parameters. As is to be expected when one expands the

parameter space, we have a slight reduction in constraining power compared to the base

ΛCDM cosmology. The key results are summarised by Figs. 6.16 and 6.17, where we

have shown the 1D and 2D posteriors for the most important reduced set of parameters,

which is H0 , ωc , γ̄ and ᾱ . The full set of 95% constraints on each standard cosmological
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Power law −1 −0.7 −0.4 −0.1 0.1 0.25 0.4 Varying

100ωb 2.24+0.02
−0.02 2.24+0.03

−0.03 2.24+0.03
−0.03 2.24+0.03

−0.03 2.23+0.03
−0.03 2.21+0.02

−0.02 2.21+0.02
−0.02 2.23+0.03

−0.03

10ωc 1.27+0.04
−0.05 1.25+0.03

−0.04 1.23+0.03
−0.03 1.22+0.02

−0.02 1.21+0.02
−0.02 1.19+0.02

−0.02 1.19+0.02
−0.02 1.21+0.02

−0.02

ln
(
1010As

)
3.02+0.02

−0.02 3.02+0.02
−0.02 3.02+0.02

−0.02 3.03+0.02
−0.02 3.04+0.02

−0.02 3.04+0.02
−0.02 3.03+0.02

−0.02 3.04+0.02
−0.02

10ns 9.72+0.09
−0.09 9.71+0.09

−0.09 9.69+0.08
−0.08 9.67+0.08

−0.08 9.69+0.08
−0.08 9.62+0.07

−0.07 9.59+0.08
−0.07 9.66+0.08

−0.08

100 τreio 5.02+0.85
−0.77 4.94+0.86

−0.79 4.88+0.84
−0.79 5.00+0.82

−0.80 5.00+0.80
−0.79 5.41+0.75

−0.80 5.47+0.73
−0.80 5.10+0.77

−0.79

10YP 2.32+0.16
−0.16 2.33+0.16

−0.16 2.34+0.17
−0.16 2.35+0.17

−0.16 2.32+0.17
−0.17 2.23+0.18

−0.17 2.21+0.18
−0.18 2.30+0.18

−0.17

100h 67.6+0.8
−0.8 66.7+1.0

−0.9 65.7+1.3
−1.3 64.8+1.8

−1.8 63.7+1.9
−2.3 67.4+0.9

−1.3 68.2+0.8
−1.0 65.1+2.3

−1.8

Table 6.5: 68% constraints on the ΛCDM cosmological parameters, for the fixed
PPNC power laws with power law indices n = {−0.7,−0.4,−0.1, 0.1, 0.25, 0.4} , and for
a varying power law, with a flat prior on the power law index n between −15 and 0.25 .

Constraints on H0 are expressed in terms of 100h = H0/km s−1 Mpc−1 .
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Figure 6.15: Constraints on H0 and ωc for the fixed power law PPNC analyses,
along with their 68% confidence intervals. The blue shaded regions display equivalent
constraints (with the mean value given by the dashed black line) in the 7-parameter
ΛCDM model - the standard 6-parameter ΛCDM, plus a varied primordial helium
abundance YP. The magenta shaded regions (with mean given by the dot-dashed black

line) are the constraints for the varying power law case in Section 6.3.2.

parameter is displayed in Table 6.5, where we have not included the 0.55 and 0.7 power

laws, because their deviations from ΛCDM take place so deep into the radiation era that

the constraints have little meaning.

We will focus here on the ΛCDM parameters whose constraint varies notably with power

law index n , as it is in these cases that there is a substantial physical effect driving the

degeneracy with γ̄ and ᾱ . The largest variations with n appear in the parametersH0 and

ωc , the constraints on which are displayed in the top row of Fig. 6.15. We know that it

must be γ̄ where the fundamental degeneracy with these two parameters is occurring, not

ᾱ , because the background evolution is independent of α in the PPNC implementation

in this chapter, as we discussed in Section 6.1.1. Then, the evolution of the cosmological

perturbations enforces ᾱ ≈ γ̄ (as per Section 6.2.1), resulting in ᾱ picking up roughly the
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Figure 6.16: 2D and 1D posteriors on H0 , ωc , γ̄ and ᾱ , for the n = 0.1 , −0.1 , −0.4
and −0.7 power laws.

same degeneracies with H0 and ωc that γ̄ has. The expected strong degeneracy between

ᾱ and γ̄ is very apparent for all but one of the power laws considered, as displayed in the

bottom plot of Fig. 6.18, where we have focused on the 2D posterior on γ̄ and ᾱ. The

exception is the extremal case with n = 0.7 , for which virtually all possible modifications

to GR are pushed deep into the radiation era.

The constraint on H0 is similar to the best-fit ΛCDM Planck value for power laws at

either end of the range of n considered, but is up to a factor of 3 worse for intermediate

values of the power law index. This is because the degeneracy between H0 and the

residual effect of the PPNC parameters (after the cancellation that causes the (γ̄, ᾱ)

degeneracy) is strongest within this region. The degeneracy between H0 and γ̄ is also

displayed in the top-right plot of Fig. 6.18. It has the additional effect of the central

value of H0 being (slightly, and not statistically significantly) pulled down for these

power laws15, due to the positive degeneracy between H0 and γ̄ and the data preferring

γ̄ below unity here. The degeneracy results from the modifications γ makes to the

angular diameter distance to last scattering, and therefore to the acoustic peak scale θ∗

(as shown by the adjusted peak locations in the second plot of Fig. 6.11).

15H0 moves in the wrong direction to help resolve the observed Hubble tension [16].
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Figure 6.17: 2D and 1D posteriors on H0 , ωc , γ̄ and ᾱ , for the n = 0.25 , 0.4 , 0.55
and 0.7 power laws. A smoothing scale of 0.3σ has been applied to the posteriors.

The constraint on ωc is very close to its ΛCDM value for large positive n , because in

that case the cosmology is virtually indistinguishable from ΛCDM except for deep in the

radiation era. The constraint becomes worse, and the inferred value of ωc larger, as n

decreases and becomes negative, such that the expansion history is more substantially

modified by the evolution of γ(a) . This affects ωc through the (γ̄, ωc) degeneracy, dis-

played most clearly in the top-left plot of Fig. 6.18, which is due to the modification that

γ induces on the matter-radiation equality time τeq that sets the heights of the acoustic

peaks, as explained in Section 6.2.2, and displayed by the adjusted peak heights in the

third plot of Fig. 6.11.

6.3.2 Varying power law results

Let us now present the constraints when the power law index n is varied as an additional

free parameter. As discussed in Section 6.1.2, there is some inevitable dependence in

this case on the choice of prior for n , especially its upper boundary which we set at

n = 0.25 . This is demonstrated clearly by the 1D posterior on n in Fig. 6.19, which

is clearly stacked up against the upper boundary of the prior volume. Indeed, the 68%
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ᾱ

Figure 6.18: Depiction of how the 2D posteriors change for different fixed power law
indices n . The plot on the top left shows the (ωc, γ̄) degeneracy, the top right (H0, γ̄)
and the bottom (γ̄, ᾱ) . The power law indices shown have been chosen in order to

demonstrate most clearly how the degeneracies change with n .

confidence interval constraint on the power law is n = 0.076+0.17
−0.009 , so the upper end of

the constraint is explicitly controlled by the prior selection.

In the 2D posteriors between {γ̄, ᾱ} and n , on the bottom line of Fig. 6.19, there is a

noticeable “tail” feature, where the 2σ confidence interval allows n to extend to negative

values ∼ −0.5 , for γ̄ and ᾱ near unity. This is reflective of the fact that the PPNC

parametrisation adopted is a nested model: if γ̄ = ᾱ = 1 , then we are back at ΛCDM

in General Relativity. Thus, any value of n is allowed, because the coefficient of a−n in

the power laws for γ(a) and α(a) vanishes. Likewise, if the power law index is close to

the upper bound of the prior at 0.25 , then any deviations from GR are pushed further

back towards radiation domination. Thus, there is much more freedom for γ̄ and ᾱ to

deviate from unity, and so the 2D posterior spreads out in the horizontal direction. This

combination, of a vertical tail for {γ̄, ᾱ} ≈ 1 , and a horizontal spreading for n ∼ 0.25 ,

gives the (γ̄, n) and (ᾱ, n) 2D posteriors a distinctive T shape.

Unsurprisingly, the constraints on the time-averaged post-Newtonian parameters are
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somewhat weaker than in the majority of the fixed-n cases: we obtain γ̄ = 0.898+0.068
−0.078

and ᾱ = 0.886+0.084
−0.091 , as shown on the left of Fig. 6.13. Moreover, the 2D posterior in

the (γ̄, ᾱ) plane indicates that the requirement ᾱ ≈ γ̄ that was a recurrent feature of the

fixed-n analyses carries over to the varying-n analysis. The degeneracies between the

post-Newtonian parameters and H0 are still present, but the degeneracies with ωc are

essentially lost compared to the fixed-n results, so we have not shown them.

Finally, it is worth commenting that we get derived constraints, shown in Table 6.6 (and

visualised on the left of Fig. 6.14), on the present-day time derivatives of α and γ that

is much more meaningful than in the fixed-n case, because it is not so overwhelmingly

driven by an a priori imposed choice of power law. The constraints on the standard

cosmological parameters for the varying-nMCMC analysis are shown in the final column

of Table 6.5.

Parameter Solar System constraint CMB constraint

α̇0/H0 (0.15± 2.3)× 10−3
(
5.1+2.4

−6.9

)
× 10−3

γ̇0/H0 —
(
4.7+1.9

−6.1

)
× 10−3

Table 6.6: 68% CMB constraints on
α̇0

H0
and

γ̇0
H0

for a PPNC power law with varying

n , compared to the tightest Solar System constraint on α̇0 , from the ephemeris of Mars

[12] (which we have converted to a constraint on
α̇0

H0
using the Planck ΛCDM best-fit

H0 value). There is no equivalent Solar System constraint on γ̇0 .

6.3.3 Prospects for improved constraints

The results we have presented in this section are the first constraints on the gener-

alised PPN parameters, and the associated parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology,

from a cosmological dataset. For several fixed power laws we could obtain fairly tight

constraints, but in the more generic case where the index n was allowed to vary, tight

constraints were only possible with a rather aggressive prior selection.

In order to strengthen our constraints, it would be beneficial to combine our results with

those from other implementations of the PPNC formalism that probe different times in

cosmic history. This is suggested by the fact that the results of the fixed power law

chains produced much weaker constraints on the present-day time derivatives of γ and

α for n < 0 , as per Fig. 6.14. However, it is precisely these PPNC models that most

strongly affect late time cosmology, because γ(a) and α(a) can be more strongly deviant

from unity at late times (see Fig. 6.1).

Therefore, we would hope to more tightly constrain the values of γ and α in the late Uni-

verse, i.e. somewhere in between last scattering and the present day. This may improve

the constraint on γ̇0 and α̇0 for negative n power laws, as well as the constraints on γ̄ , ᾱ
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Figure 6.19: 2D and 1D posteriors on H0 , γ̄ , ᾱ , and the power law index n . For n ,
we have a flat prior between −15 and 0.25 . A smoothing scale of 0.3σ has been applied

to all posteriors.

and n for the varying power law investigation. The most natural observational datasets

to study would appear to be focused therefore around large scale structure, such as mea-

surements of baryon acoustic oscillations from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument

(DESI). These have recently found evidence at ∼ 3σ for a non-constant equation of state

of dark energy [14]. It is certainly conceivable that data indicating an apparently evolv-

ing wDE(a) could similarly be consistent with evolving PPNC parameters γ(a) , α(a) ,

γc(a) and αc(a) , although of course this idea must be thoroughly tested. It may also

be useful to study gravitational wave data, as this could give a handle on the values of

α and γ at redshifts ≲ 1 , although the use of these observations is complicated by the

possibility of strong-field, fast-motion dynamics, which would violate the assumptions of

our weak-field formalism.

There are a plethora of other additional investigations one could carry out into the PPNC

theory space, including:

• Calculating constraints on PPN parameters using priors from astrophysical exper-

iments. Imposing a prior of this kind may be particularly helpful for testing the
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evolution of α(a) , for which the most precise constraint on its present-day time

derivative remains the result from the ephemeris of Mars [12].

• Constraining a more generalised form of γc(a) , rather than assuming it to be a

constant as we have here. For example, one could study a power law for γc in the

same way as for γ and α . Note that we do not consider αc(a) to be an independent

function, as it can always be calculated from the other PPNC parameters according

to the integrability condition (5.20).

• Implementing a parameterised form of the gravitational slip Σ(a, k) on all scales, in

a more robust, physically well-motivated way. In this chapter we have just assumed

that the slip vanishes in the superhorizon limit k −→ 0 , but one ought instead to

derive a form of the large-scale slip from the underlying principles of the PPNC

formalism, to go with the small-scale slip which we know to be
α− γ

γ
. The form

of the slip in parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology is the subject of ongoing

research [465].

• Generalising the assumed FLRW cosmological background to include spatial curva-

ture, rather than it being spatially flat, as we have assumed in the last two chapters.

As long as ΩK remains small at all points in cosmic history we are interested in,

spatial curvature is not too difficult to implement in the PPNC framework, as it

can be treated perturbatively [451].

• Including the effects of frame-dragging vector perturbations Bi to the FLRW met-

ric. These have been ignored in this chapter, because they are not important for

the temperature anisotropies in the cosmic microwave background, but they are

a natural part of the post-Newtonian approach, as we saw in detail in Chapter 5,

and introduce rich phenomenology such as preferred-frame effects.

These investigations are beyond the remit of this thesis, but we include them as an

indication of the potential utility of the PPNC framework in testing modifications to

General Relativity on cosmological length and time scales.

6.4 Discussion

In this chapter, we have presented the first observational constraints on the parameter

space of parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology [1, 2, 5, 450, 451, 465], the theory-

independent framework for testing gravity in cosmology whose theoretical origin we ex-

plained in detail in Chapter 5, using cosmic microwave background data from the Planck

satellite [182]. This is far from the first attempted theory-independent investigation into

possible deviations from General Relativity on cosmological scales (see e.g. [46, 481] for
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reviews). The idea of a time-varying strength of gravity has, unsurprisingly, been studied

previously using cosmological observables [482]. However, we reiterate our earlier point

that these are typically done with the G in mind being the parameter that multiplies

the total energy density ρ in the Friedmann equation, so they do not really say anything

about the G that we have measured astrophysically and in table-top experiments [357].

This, in fact, is a generic issue with analyses of a “time-varying Newton’s constant”: most

such tests take a specific equation in which G appears, and consider the constraints on

the deviation of the phenomenology in question from the assumption of a constant G .

However, in general, modified theories of gravity provide different modifications to the

effective coupling strength of non-relativistic matter to the metric tensor (which is what

we should really think of as G) differently in different regimes and contexts, so constraints

on the evolution of G in a particular context do not necessarily carry over elsewhere.

Thus, single-phenomenon tests of this kind may not always be internally consistent.

Instead, one should use a generalised framework in which gravitational couplings can be

described in the same mathematical language, across a variety of cosmological length

and time scales, and for both the FLRW “background” expansion of the Universe and

the evolution of perturbations. This is the ultimate advantage of the PPNC constraints

we have presented in this chapter: they are consistent with astrophysical tests of gravity,

because they are built from the same parameters as the PPN formalism that is used for

those tests.

Moreover, the extension of the PPN to cosmology allows for precision tests of param-

eters that cannot be constrained astrophysically, in particular α(t) , which is unity by

definition in Solar System observations, and γ̇ . The constraints on α̇ and γ from the

Solar System are fundamentally valid only at the present day, with no indication of what

the values of those parameters might have been at some earlier cosmological epoch. Our

CMB constraints extend these measurements to a much longer period of time (with

the caveat that the constraints we obtain are highly dependent on the assumed form

of the parameter as a function of scale factor). Constraining the full set of evolving

post-Newtonian parameters, using data from almost the entirety of cosmic time, is a

genuinely novel endeavour. At this stage the constraints we have obtained, coming from

only one probe, are fairly weak. However, the vast array of existing and upcoming cos-

mological data should make it possible in the future to construct precise models for the

allowed evolution of e.g. α(a) and γ(a) , and therefore to develop a strong understanding

of what possible deviations from General Relativity might be allowed by cosmological

observations.



Chapter 7

The emergence of cosmic

anisotropy

For the remainder of the research-based part of the thesis, we turn our attention to

alternatives to the concordance cosmology that are focused on deviations from the cos-

mological principle of homogeneity and isotropy, which is encoded in the Friedmann-

Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker metric. We will develop and analyse a novel framework for

studying anisotropy on large scales in the Universe, inspired in particular by the dipole

[121, 122, 279–282] and bulk flow [293–295] observational anomalies summarised by Fig.

4.3. A detailed exposition of those and other anisotropic anomalies is provided by Ref.

[11].

In this chapter, we will motivate and construct our formalism, which we will refer to

as “emergent anisotropy”. In Section 7.1 we will introduce the key theoretical issues

involved, including a detailed discussion of the problems of foliation and directional

dependence. Then, in Section 7.2 we derive the full set of equations that govern the

dynamics of such an anisotropic cosmological model, and discuss how the results can be

interpreted physically. Finally, Section 7.3 will be concerned with the application of the

framework to an illustrative class of example cosmological spacetimes. The contents of

the chapter are based on Ref. [3]. Note that throughout this and the following chapter

(i.e. the remainder of the thesis), we will choose our units so that in addition to c being

equal to unity, we also have 8πG = 1 .

7.1 Modelling anisotropy covariantly

The various observational anomalies that we discussed in Section 4.1.2 have led some

cosmologists to suggest that our Universe might be anisotropic on large scales. Although

these anomalies are controversial, and we will not argue for or against their statistical sig-

nificance or veracity, it is certainly worth considering whether a fundamental anisotropy

221
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in the Universe at late times is a viable possibility from a theoretical point of view. This

has been modelled in some quarters by considering the possibility that realistic observers

might have worldlines that are tilted with respect to the preferred homogeneous foliation

of the Universe, with potentially large consequences [382–385, 483]. In fact, we recall

from Chapter 4 that some authors have suggested that the presence tilted flows could

imply that the apparent dynamics of the late Universe do not require the existence of

dark energy to explain them [124, 484, 485].

As we showed in Section 4.3, however, there are a number of difficulties associated

with modelling anisotropic universes, including in particular understanding how large-

scale anisotropies might actually be supported in the late Universe. Indeed, most of

the proposals of anisotropic or tilted cosmologies have so far gone without a concrete

mechanism by which such large-scale misalignments could be generated. We take this as

further motivation for the development of a framework which could be used to evaluate

the possibility of these scenarios being realised.

An important aspect in our approach is the concept of “emergence”, which is intended

to describe the possibility that the properties in which we are interested are realised on

average, from a spacetime which is highly inhomogeneous on small scales. This concept

is vital for the goal we have outlined so far, as anisotropy in exactly homogeneous cos-

mologies typically decays rapidly in time [29]. Indeed, we calculated a concrete example

of this in Section 4.3.1, for the Bianchi type I cosmologies.

The isotropisation of homogeneous cosmological spacetimes means that any anisotropy

in the late Universe would mean enormous anisotropy at early times. This is clearly

not physically realistic, and so the only other possibility would be to have large-scale

anisotropy realised as an emergent property of a more complicated inhomogeneous space-

time. We expect that anisotropy generated in this way should weaken the tight bounds

that could otherwise be imposed from the CMB [377, 486, 487], and might even allow for

the intriguing fits of Bianchi VII h templates to the observational data to be reinterpreted

[372–375].

The approach we will use in our construction will follow the general philosophy of the

scalar averaging formalism developed by Buchert [31], which we discussed in detail in

Section 4.3.3. By explicitly including the consequences of the non-commutativity of

averaging and evolution under Einstein’s equations, we saw that in the isotropic case

Buchert studied, the effective field equations that govern the behaviour of large-scale av-

erages can give phenomenologically very different behaviour to the locally defined field

equations of an exact FLRW spacetime, that are more frequently used in the standard

approach to cosmological modelling. Moreover, that different behaviour can arise with-

out introducing any new physics, such as dark energy or a modification of gravity. The

novel phenomenology in Buchert’s averaged, emergent description, could be attributed
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entirely to “backreaction” terms that account for the effects of nonlinear structure on

the cosmological dynamics. This is exactly what we require for our current purpose, al-

though we will need to extend and generalise Buchert’s approach in a number of regards

in order to make it suitable for the task at hand.

7.1.1 Spacetime foliations

First, let us consider how the possibility of a tilted cosmology, which must be considered

in the general case of an anisotropic universe, can be accounted for covariantly. If we

are to model situations in which matter is to have a bulk motion, then we will need

to perform our averaging procedure on a set of hypersurfaces that are not necessarily

orthogonal to the flow of matter [73], but just to some well-defined, irrotational normal

vector na . This will require generalising the standard approach, in which the averaging

surfaces are usually chosen such that the matter 4-velocity ua is comoving with the

normal to the surfaces.

Second, we will need to introduce a preferred spatial direction ma, and covariantly

decompose all relevant quantities with respect to it, in the 1+1+2 formalism described

in Section 2.2.3. Unlike in that section, where both the preferred timelike and spacelike

vectors were essentially arbitrary, in this chapter we will need to consider carefully how

they can be picked out in the Universe.

By constructing these objects according to some clear physical principles, and then per-

forming the 1+1+2 decomposition, we can finally average all resultant scalar quantities

on our generalised foliation. We will then identify backreaction terms by comparing the

equations that result to the field equations of the locally rotationally symmetric (LRS)

Bianchi or Kantowski-Sachs cosmologies. Our many backreaction terms will generalise

the single term Q that occurs when considering only the isotropic part of the expansion,

as in Eqs. (4.47-4.48). The equations we will arrive at in Section 7.2 will allow us to

study if and how anisotropic cosmological expansion and bulk flows could emerge from

inhomogeneous spacetimes.

Changing foliation

We have so far not specified anything about the timelike vector na , other than it be-

ing hypersurface-forming so that it is suitable for performing averaging according to

Buchert’s approach. Later in this section, we will consider specific choices of this vector,

which are orthogonal to foliations with certain special properties. Here, we will simply

note that it will be of interest to be able to transform between foliations, and present

some of the mathematics that is required to do so.
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Figure 7.1: Visualisation of foliations induced by the time-like vectors na and ua,
with the associated projection tensors fab and hab, and the preferred space-like vectors

ma and m̃a .

In order to understand this, let us consider a boost from na , which defines the orthogonal

projection tensor fab = gab + nanb , to some second timelike vector ua, which need not

be irrotational in general. The components of these vectors are related by

ua = γ (na − va) and na = γ (ua + wa) , (7.1)

where va = γ−1f b
a wb and γ =

(
1− v2

)−1/2
=
(
1− w2

)−1/2
. Here the boost vectors va

and wa exist respectively in the surfaces orthogonal to na and ua, such that nav
a =

uaw
a = 0.

The projection tensor into the instantaneous rest spaces orthogonal to ua can then be

defined as hab = gab+uaub, which allows us to write wa = γ−1h b
a vb. The same projection

tensor also allows us to define a new vector m̃a with components

m̃a = k h b
a mb , such that ma = k̃ f b

a m̃b , (7.2)

where k =
[
1 + (γmcv

c)2
]−1/2

and k̃ =
[
1 + (γm̃cw

c)2
]−1/2

. These are the components

of the preferred spacelike vectorma projected orthogonally to ua , as illustrated in Figure

7.1.

The whole system of 1 + 1 + 2-equations from Section 2.2.3 can now be set up with

respect to either na and ua , with the preferred spacelike vector projected according to

Eq. (7.2). After we boost from na to ua , we wish to express the scalars in the new
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foliation in terms of those in the old one, plus any terms arising from the boost va that

connects them.

This can be done by defining the kinematic decomposition of the derivatives of va in the

usual way, with respective to the original irrotational timelike vector na :

∇avb = f c
a f

d
b ∇cvd − nan

c∇cvb (7.3)

= Davb − nav̇b

=
1

3
κ fab + βab +Wab − nav̇b ,

where κ = Dan
a , βab = D⟨avb⟩ and Wab = ηabcW

c = D[avb] are respectively the expan-

sion, shear and vorticity associated with the 3-velocity va , as measured by observers

comoving with the irrotational congruence with tangent na , and we have defined from

Wab the vorticity vector Wa =
1
2ηabcW

bc associated with va .

If |v| ≪ 1, which is expected if, for example, na corresponds to the canonical foliation of

FLRW spacetime, and ua is the matter 4-velocity in that spacetime, then one can expand

these expressions order by order in va , leading to vast simplifications. However, in the

general case, one need not make this approximation. Performing the full calculations,

one finds the following results.

The isotropic expansion Θ̃ = hab∇aub is related to Θ = fab∇anb by

Θ̃ = γ

[
Θ− κ− va

(
ṅa + γ2v̇a

)
+ γ2

(
1

3
κv2 + βabv

avb
)]

. (7.4)

This equation shows how the isotropic expansion rates of the rest spaces defined with

respect to either na or ua are related to each other, and explicitly provides the additional

terms that contribute to the expansion after performing a boost.

The shear scalar Σ̃ = m̃am̃b
(
h c
a h

d
b − 1

3habh
cd
)
∇cud in the new frame is related to its

counterpart Σ = mamb
(
f c
a f

d
b − 1

3fabf
cd
)
∇cnd by

Σ̃ = k2γΣ+
γ

3
(Θ− κ)

(
k2γ − 1

)
+
γ

3
va
(
ṅa + γ2v̇a

)
− γ3

3

(κ
3
v2 + βabv

avb
)

(7.5)

+k2γ

[
− βabm

amb − (γmav
a)2 + γ2mavb (mcv

c − 1) (βab +Wab)− γ2mav
aA

+γ2mbv
b

(
1

3
(3Σ + Θ− κ)mav

a +Σav
a + v̇a

(
ma + γ2mcv

cva
))

−γ4 (mcv
c)2
(
1

3
κv2 + βabv

avb
)]

.
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The vorticity and acceleration scalars Ω̃ = 1
2m̃

aηdabcu
d∇buc and Ã = m̃aub∇aub are

respectively

Ω̃ = −kγ2
[
Wa

(
ma + γ2mbv

bva
)
− 1

2
γ2mav

aχbcW
bc

]
, (7.6)

and

Ã = kγ2

[
A−mav̇

a − γ2mav
avbv̇

b − 1

3
mav

a (3Σ + Θ− κ) (7.7)

−γ2mav
a

(
1

3
κv2 + vbvcβbc

)
− Σav

a + vamb (βab +Wab)

]
,

where we have used that Ω = 1
2m

aηdabcn
d∇bnc = 0 , because na is irrotational by

definition, and A = manb∇anb . We have also defined a novel alternating tensor,

χab = ηdabcv
cnd . One sees immediately that if the vorticity Wa associated with the

relative velocity va vanishes, then Ω̃ = 0 as well, which means that ua can also be used

to define a set of hypersurfaces upon which scalar averages can be covariantly calculated.

Meanwhile, the twist and expansion of the two-dimensional screen spaces along m̃a ,

which are defined by ξ̃ = 1
2 ϵ̃abM̃

acM̃ bdD̃cm̃d and ϕ̃ = M̃abD̃am̃b , are related to their

equivalents in the na foliation, ξ = 1
2ϵabM

acM bdDcmd and ϕ =MabDamb , by

ξ̃ = k2γ
[
ξ + ϵabv

a
(
αb +Σb

)]
, (7.8)

and

ϕ̃ = kϕ+ kA− Ã− kγmav
aΘ̃ +

(
ma − γ2mbv

b (na − va)
)
∇ak (7.9)

+kγ2

[
− αav

a +mav
a
(
abv

b +
κ

3

)
−mav̇

a +

(
ϕ

2
Mab + ζab

)
vavb

+(βab +Wab) v
amb

]
+ kγ4mcv

c
(
−vav̇a +

κ

3
v2 + βabv

avb
)
,

where ∇ak = −γ2k3mcv
c

[
γ2mbv

bvd (−nav̇d + βad +Wad) +
γ2

3
mbv

bκva − αbv
bna

+vb
(
ϕ

2
Mab + ζab + ξϵab +maab

)
− v̇bm

bna +
κ

3
ma +mb (βab +Wab)

]
.



Emergent anisotropy 227

For the matter variables, the energy density ρ̃ = Tabu
aub, isotropic pressure p̃ = 1

3Tabh
ab,

and scalar momentum density Q̃ = −Tbcubhcam̃a are given by

ρ̃ = γ2
(
ρ+ pv2 + 2qav

a + πabv
avb
)
, (7.10)

p̃ =

(
1 +

1

3
γ2v2

)
p+

1

3
γ2v2ρ+

1

3
γ2
(
2qav

a + πabv
avb
)
, (7.11)

Q̃ = kγ
[
Q+mcv

c
(
γ2
(
ρ+ p+ 2qav

a + πabv
avb
)
+Π

)
+Πav

a
]
, (7.12)

and the scalar anisotropic stress Π̃ = m̃am̃b
(
h c
a h

d
b − 1

3habh
cd
)
Tcd is given by

Π̃ = γ2ρ

(
(kγmav

a)2 − 1

3
v2
)

(7.13)

+p

[
k2 − 1 + 2 (kγmav

a)2 +
1

3
γ2v2

(
3 (kγmav

a)2 − 1
)]

+2k2γ2mav
aQ+ k2Π

(
1 + 2 (γmav

a)2
)

+
γ2

3

(
3 (kγmcv

c)2 − 1
) [

2qav
a + πabv

avb
]
,

where ρ = Tabn
anb , p = 1

3Tabf
ab , Q = −Tbcncf cama , and Π = mamb

(
f c
a f

d
b − 1

3fabf
cd
)
Tcd .

Finally, one can compute the scalar parts Ẽ = Ẽabm̃
am̃b and H̃ = H̃abm̃

am̃b of the Weyl

curvature for the new congruence, compared to E = Eabm
amb and H = Habm

amb . This

gives [6]

Ẽ = k2γ2
[(

1 + v2 − (mav
a)2 − 1

2
Mabv

avb
)
E + 2χabvcmaHb + Eabvavb

]
,

H̃ = k2γ2
[(

1 + v2 − (mav
a)2 − 1

2
Mabv

avb
)
H− 2χabvcmaEb +Habv

avb
]
.

This completes the transformation rules for all of our covariantly defined scalars. The

vector and tensor quantities in the 1 + 1 + 2 decomposition can also be transformed

between foliations, but only appear in our averaged description via backreaction terms.

We therefore omit presenting their transformation rules here. In the non-relativistic limit



Emergent anisotropy 228

|v| ≪ 1 , the above expressions simplify dramatically, to the following linearised set:

Θ̃ = Θ− κ− ṅav
a

Σ̃ = Σ +
1

3
ṅav

a −mambβab −Amav
a

Ω̃ = −Wam
a

Ã = A−mav̇
a − 1

3
mav

a (Θ + 3Σ)− Σav
a

ξ̃ = ξ + ϵabv
a
(
αb +Σb

)

ϕ̃ = ϕ+mav̇
a −mav

a

(
2

3
Θ− Σ

)

ρ̃ = ρ+ 2qav
a

p̃ = p+
2

3
qav

a

Q̃ = Q+Πav
a +mav

a (ρ+ p+Π)

Π̃ = Π + 2va
(
Qma −

1

3
qa

)

Ẽ = E
H̃ = H

This is often the situation one is dealing with in standard cosmological models, where

different possible timelike congruences are usually related to one another by a pertur-

batively small va that can be interpreted as a peculiar velocity relative to the chosen

canonical foliation.

In what follows, we will use often use ua to refer to the flow lines of an irrotational

dust fluid. In the presence of such matter, this vector is uniquely defined and therefore

also provides a unique foliation on which to perform averaging. This is the foliation

that is most often used in the literature on this subject, and is the one chosen for the

standard approach to formulating Buchert’s equations [31]. We will then use na to

refer to any other well-defined spacetime foliation, that might be chosen, for example,

for observational or geometric reasons. Such freedom is required if we are to allow for

the possibility of bulk flows, as the 3-velocity of matter vanishes by construction, if we

choose the foliation to be induced by the flow of dust ua . It also allows us the freedom

to refoliate in situations in which the description of spacetime might break down if it

were specified by the fluid flow. This would happen in perturbed FLRW cosmologies

that contain nonlinear structures [56], or if one wished to consider fluids with non-zero

vorticity or caustics in their flow lines [488].



Emergent anisotropy 229

Choice of foliation

An application of the Buchert averaging procedure requires a choice of foliation, or

equivalently a choice of the irrotational timelike vector na = −N∇at , whose orthogonal

spaces define the constant-t leaves of the foliation. The averages obtained using Buchert’s

scheme (4.42) will then correspond to the large-scale properties of the 3-dimensional

spaces that constitute the leaves. Different foliations will mean that one is considering

different 3-dimensional spaces, and hence different averages will be obtained. It is there-

fore necessary to make sure an appropriate choice of foliation is made, for the situation

being considered. This is given further importance by the fact that observers in different

frames will infer different cosmological parameters from the Hubble flow around them

[124, 382–385, 483–485].

In general, one might be interested in choosing a foliation that is expected to give

results that can be associated with a particular observable [489], that has a particular

mathematical or physical meaning associated with it [77], or that is perhaps convenient

in some other way [73]. For example, one may wish to construct Hubble diagrams in

a frame comoving with the flow of matter [31], or in a frame of “most uniform Hubble

flow” [490–492]. Of course, in order to relate observables corresponding to quantities

calculated on different foliations one will need to be able to transform between frames1,

as we considered above.

Let us now consider some specific choices of foliation that one might use.

• The comoving foliation exists when the Universe is filled with irrotational dust,

and na is chosen to be coincident with the 4-velocity ua of that dust. This choice

shares some properties with the comoving synchronous gauge that is often used

in cosmological perturbation theory about an FLRW background. The comoving

foliation has the distinct benefit of being tied to a physical quantity, the large-

scale flow of matter. It therefore takes a particularly privileged position in the

pantheon of possible choices, but does require the matter flow to be vorticity-free,

which is not expected to hold for realistic astrophysical structures. It also cannot

account for the existence of any bulk flow, as it corresponds to the choice of frame

in which matter is at rest. Nevertheless, this is the standard choice of foliation in

much of the literature on mathematical cosmology [28], as well as in many studies

of perturbation theory. Indeed, Einstein-Boltzmann solvers are typically run in

synchronous gauge as a default [476, 493], which corresponds at the perturbative

level to a comoving foliation of spacetime.

1We recall that foliation dependence should not be confused with gauge dependence, as choice of
foliation is in general a covariant and non-perturbative process, meaning that no background manifold
is defined and that there is therefore no gauge issue [23].
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• The gravitational rest frame was defined in Ref. [73] to be that in which the

magnetic part of the Weyl tensor vanishes, i.e.

Hab = 0 ,

so that the emergent cosmological model is as Newtonian in character as possible

[65], and is described as silent [60, 76]. Up to second order in CPT this choice

corresponds to purely scalar perturbations in Newtonian gauge [73]. However,

when applied non-perturbatively, the condition of silence ends up being a strong

restriction on the allowed solutions [60, 74]. It therefore appears to be particularly

useful for studies of perturbed FLRW models, as the Newtonian gauge is one of the

few that is expected to be valid into the regime of nonlinear structure formation,

where post-Newtonian expansions are required to describe weak gravitational fields

[56], but it is likely to be overly restrictive in a more general setting, particularly

as it explicitly discounts the existence of gravitational radiation [66].

• The gravitational wave frame is a more conservative choice defined by the demand

that Hab is divergence-free, such that

DbHab = 0 .

This is a covariant way of stating that the only gravitomagnetic contributions to

the curvature measured by an observer comoving with na would be those coming

from gravitational waves [57, 66]. It is therefore less restrictive than the condition

Hab = 0, and typically corresponds to a congruence which is distinct from the flow

of dust [63]. It is well-suited to numerical-relativistic cosmological simulations [67],

but in a general spacetime it is not guaranteed that the frames it picks out are

hypersurface-forming (though one may be able to take the irrotational part of na ,

which would be hypersurface-forming by construction).

• The constant mean curvature foliation has a long history [77, 494], and is defined

by the condition that the spatial gradient of the expansion scalar (also known as

the “mean curvature”) vanishes. That is,

DaΘ = 0 .

This foliation has the property of being unique (under certain circumstances),

and having a monotonic variation in the expansion scalar between leaves [77]. It

therefore provides a plausible candidate for the provision of a universal arrow of

time. The literature on this particular choice of foliation has been largely restricted
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to mathematical cosmology, but it also exists in perturbed FLRW models under

the name of uniform expansion gauge [52].

• The zero-shear foliation is specified by the condition

σab = 0 .

It is closely related to the gravitational rest frame, in that the Ricci identities

provide the constraint (2.36) that sets Hab equal to the covariant curl of the shear

tensor, for an irrotational and geodesic timelike congruence. Vanishing of the shear

therefore corresponds to the vanishing of Hab, which explains why the Newtonian

gauge in CPT, which is also sometimes called the zero-shear gauge [495], corre-

sponds to the gravitational rest frame.

• The constant density foliation is defined by the requirement that the spatial gra-

dient of the energy density vanishes,

Daρ = 0 .

As with the comoving foliation, this has the benefit of being directly tied to the

matter content of the spacetime. However, it also shares the weakness that it will

be highly problematic in the presence of nonlinear structures [56].

The list of choices presented above is by no means exhaustive, and what one might

consider to be an appropriate choice of foliation for a given situation is generally depen-

dent on the physical context, as well as practical considerations, such as whether one is

performing analytical or computational calculations.

Choice of preferred spatial direction

In order to extract scalars from anisotropic quantities, we also need to choose a pre-

ferred spacelike direction ma . All vector and tensor quantities can be decomposed with

respect to this direction, as prescribed by Eqs. (2.57-2.58). Then, the scalar parts of

the decomposed quantities can be averaged according to Eq. (4.42). In order for the

procedure to make sense, this vector must (in some sense) point in the same direction

at every point in an averaging domain. Just as in the case of the timelike vector na ,

this presents a choice. There is in general not going to be any single uniquely preferred

spacelike vector ma , and we will need to select a suitable way to define this direction

based on the situation at hand. This choice will be important for the outcome of our

averaging process.
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As in the case of choosing na , we may wish to apply geometric or observational consid-

erations when selecting a preferred direction ma . In spacetimes with symmetry, it may

be that a preferred direction is selected by the existence of some Killing vectors. For

example, in LRS geometriesma can unambiguously be taken to correspond to the spatial

axis around which the rotational symmetry exists. This can be identified by searching

for the non-degenerate eigenvector of any non-vanishing 1 + 3-covariant tensor, such as

σab or Eab [90, 94]. Alternatively, in algebraically special geometries it may be possible

to pick out a unique direction from the projections of the canonical null tetrad into our

chosen foliation. These will be specified by the properties of the Weyl tensor, through

the five complex Newman-Penrose scalars that describe different physical effects encoded

in Cabcd [44, 45, 106, 146].

An alternative method for selecting a preferred spatial direction would be to use observa-

tional methods at each point within an averaging domain. This method would be better

adapted to situations in which anisotropy in a particular observable is being considered,

or where the spacetime has no explicit symmetries or special algebraic properties (as is

the case for the real Universe). For example, one might choose to take ma to correspond

to the axis of CMB parity asymmetry [496, 497], the direction of greatest asymmetry in

the galaxy distribution [279, 498], the quasar or Type Ia supernovae dipole [121, 499],

or the direction of greatest variation of a cosmological parameter or coupling constant

such as H0 or the fine structure constant α [282, 500, 501]. As long as these directions

line up at different points in space, as one would expect in an anisotropic universe, then

they should provide a well-motivated choice of preferred direction.

7.2 Averaging in anisotropic universes

Let us now turn to the question of how to construct an emergent cosmological model for

an anisotropic universe. To do this, we will make use of Buchert’s scalar averaging pro-

cedure that we discussed in Chapter 4. It is characterised by the spatial averaging rule

(4.42). In Buchert’s approach, which is focused on averaging to an isotropic emergent

model that satisfies Friedmann-like equations, the spacetime is foliated into hypersur-

faces Σt which are orthogonal to the irrotational and geodesic flow of pressureless dust.

This means that the lapse function N , between the leaves of the chosen foliation, is

independent of the spatial coordinates xi on Σt . Each leaf in the foliation can then be

identified with a single value of the proper time t along the worldlines of the dust fluid,

and will be the same at all points in each spatial hypersurface. The lapse may therefore

be set to unity [426], and the shift vector N i set to zero, which leads to the commutation

rule (4.46) between spatial averaging and differentiation with respect to coordinate time

that we introduced earlier in the thesis.
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However, with a more general matter distribution, it is no longer typically the case that

we can construct a well-defined congruence na with unit lapse, or even that we would

wish to. Rather, we will have

ṅa = nb∇bna = −Da lnN ̸= 0 , (7.14)

meaning that the proper time of a timelike congruence of observers following some na is

not constant across an averaging domain D .

In principle, one could simply proceed with the Buchert commutation rule (4.46), but just

upgrade the coordinate time derivative to covariant time derivatives na∇a , and accept

that the surfaces orthogonal to na are not labelled by a single parameter t . However, for

the purposes of calculating cosmological averages and interpreting them physically, this

is clearly far from desirable. Instead, we hope that we can construct quantities which

are defined over a spatial averaging domain D to have associated with them a single

value for the time coordinate t . This can be achieved by writing na = −N∇at where

N(t, xi) =
(
ṫ
)−1

=
(
nb∇bt

)−1
, such that the partial derivative of a scalar with respect

to t can be written as ∂tS = NṠ. The commutation rule (4.46) then becomes

∂t ⟨S⟩ − ⟨∂tS⟩ = ⟨NΘS⟩ − ⟨NΘ⟩ ⟨S⟩ ≡ Cov (NΘ, S) , (7.15)

which allows us to calculate the evolution of scalar averages as a function of the coordi-

nate time t , once the lapse function N is determined from the acceleration of na .

Hence, we can construct averaged equations by applying the averaging rule (4.42) and

commutation rule (7.15) to any covariantly defined scalars we wish. Following the same

ethos as Buchert, we can then obtain from that non-locally averaged scalar equation a

new one that is written entirely in terms of averages and their derivatives with respect

to time. Equations derived in this way can be thought of as governing the large-scale,

emergent, behaviour of averages, rather than the behaviour of locally-defined quantities

(as usually occurs in theories of gravity). Finally, we can write the emergent equations

that result from this procedure in a form identical to that of the local gravitational

equations of an homogeneous cosmology. Any extra terms that occur can be explicitly

tied to the phenomenon of cosmological backreaction from inhomogeneous structures

that exist below the averaging scale.

What we need to do, however, is identify a suitable set of scalars that can be used to

study the emergence of anisotropic quantities. Fortunately, we have already explained

in this thesis that such a set of scalars exists: it is provided by the 1 + 1 + 2-covariant

decomposition of General Relativity, as described in Section 2.2.3. Here, we will work out

how an anisotropic cosmological model can be obtained from the averages of 1 + 1 + 2-

covariant scalars. It should be noted that an interesting step in this direction was
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already taken by Barrow and Tsagas, who extended the Buchert formalism to include

an evolution equation for the shear scalar in the 1 + 3 formalism, σ2 = 1
2σabσ

ab [502].

However, there are several more objects that describe anisotropic cosmologies that we

ought to consider, in order to tackle the problem in full generality. Therefore, we will

extend the result in Ref. [502] further by deriving the full set of averaged 1 + 1 + 2-

covariant scalar equations, and the backreaction scalars that describe how the evolution

of those large-scale averages is affected by small-scale inhomogeneities.

7.2.1 Interpretation as an LRS Bianchi cosmology

Let us now consider what the model that emerges from averaging the scalars in the

1+1+2 decomposition will represent. These will be precisely the set of scalars presented

in Eq. (2.61), except for Ω , which vanishes because we consider only irrotational timelike

vectors na .

The averaged scalars that result from the 1+3-decomposition, as provided in Buchert’s

ground-breaking approach [31], are relatively straightforward to interpret. They result

in the equations (4.47) and (4.48)2 that govern the averages of the expansion scalar

⟨Θ⟩ , the energy density of dust ⟨ρ⟩ , and the curvature scalar of the 3-spaces
〈
(3)R

〉
,

with everything else being collected together into backreaction terms. The Buchert

equations (4.47) and (4.48) bear a striking resemblance to the dust-dominated Friedmann

equations. This is no accident, as the three averaged scalars that arise are precisely those

which are required to fully characterise a dust-dominated, homogeneous and isotropic

universe in the 1 + 3 formulation of General Relativity. All other 1 + 3 covariantly

defined quantities will be vectors or tensors, but these must vanish in geometries that

are isotropic around every point in space [28]. So, after discarding such quantities in the

scalar averaging approach, we are left with exactly the set that is required to describe

an FLRW model. One could say that the geometry has been averaged to an FLRW

cosmology.

If we now consider the scalars that result from the 1+1+2-decomposition, as given in

Eq. (2.61), then we have a more complicated situation. It can, however, be under-

stood in terms of the locally rotationally symmetric (LRS) cosmologies [92, 93] that we

mentioned in Section 4.3.1. We remind the reader that a locally rotationally symmetric

spacetime is one in which every point has associated with it a single preferred spacelike

direction, about which local U(1) rotations leave the geometry fixed. They do not need

to be homogeneous in general: for example, the inhomogeneous, spherically symmetric

Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi models (including the Schwarzschild metric as its vacuum case)

fall under the LRS umbrella. For the remainder of this thesis, we refer to homogeneous

2Plus an averaged energy conservation equation and an integrability condition on the time evolution

of
〈
(3)R

〉
[23].
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LRS Bianchi spacetimes as LRS cosmologies. The one-dimensional continuous isotropy

group of an LRS cosmology essentially corresponds in the 1 + 1 + 2 formalism to rota-

tions about the local symmetry axis which is defined precisely by the preferred spacelike

vector ma . The existence of such a symmetry means that all 1+ 3 covariant vectors are

proportional to ma , and all projected symmetric and trace-free 1 + 3-covariant tensors

are proportional to mamb − 1
2Mab, where Mab is the 2-space projection tensor defined

by Eq. (2.55). In the language of the 1+1+2-decomposition described in Section 2.2.3,

this means that all 1 + 1 + 2-covariantly defined vectors and tensors must vanish.

The entire dynamics of an LRS spacetime is therefore described purely by the 1 + 1 +

2-covariant scalars. For this reason, we expect to recover a set of equations for our

averaged scalars that can be written in a form similar to the equations that govern

LRS cosmologies, with additional backreaction terms due to the averaging of small-scale

structure. We will therefore say that we are averaging to an LRS Bianchi cosmology.

Due to the homogeneity of Bianchi spacetimes, the only non-zero derivative of any of

the scalars S within these models will be their coordinate time derivative.

Of course, this assumes that we are foliating the spacetime into successive surfaces of

transitivity of the Bianchi spacetime’s group of isometries, with the fundamental timelike

vector in the 1+3 and 1+1+2 decompositions being the normal na to those surfaces. An

implication of this is that, because the Bianchi spacetimes can be tilted, with the matter

4-velocity ua ̸= na , the energy-momentum tensor of a perfect fluid Tab = ρ̃ uaub + p̃ hab

will give rise to an apparent imperfect fluid description in the homogeneous hypersur-

faces, Tab = ρnanb + pfab + 2q(anb) + πab , with qa ̸= 0 and πab ̸= 0 in general. This,

however, will be a necessary complication, because we do not want to have any spatial

derivatives in our final results. After all, the fundamental utility of averaged cosmo-

logical equations is that one deals only with a set of ordinary differential equations in

some time coordinate t , rather than the full set of PDEs that arise in any formulation

of General Relativity, including the 1 + 3 and 1 + 1 + 2-covariant formalisms.

All the governing equations will then necessarily have the form

aiN
−1 ∂tSi +

∑

j

bijSj +
∑

j,k

cijkSjSk = 0 . (7.16)

Here Si label the allowed scalars from the 1 + 1 + 2 decomposition. The objects bij and

cijk are constants, and ai = 0 or 1 depending on whether the equation is a constraint

or an evolution equation. Note that the subscripts in this expression are just labels,

not tensor indices, and so repeated indices should not be summed over unless explicitly

stated. The complete set of equations is the following 15, consisting of 8 ODEs in time
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and 7 algebraic constraints:

N−1 ∂tΘ−A (A+ ϕ) +
1

3
Θ2 +

3

2
Σ2 +

1

2
(ρ+ 3p)− Λ = 0 ,

Q+
3

2
ϕΣ = 0 ,

N−1 ∂tΣ+
2

3
ΘΣ +

1

2
Σ2 + E − 1

2
Π− 1

3
(A− ϕ)A = 0 ,

Aξ = 0 ,
2

9
Θ2 − 1

2
ϕ2 +

1

3
ΘΣ− Σ2 − 2

3
ρ− 2

3
Λ− 1

2
Π− E + 2ξ2 = 0 ,

N−1 ∂tϕ−Q−
(
2

3
Θ− Σ

)(
A− 1

2
ϕ

)
= 0 ,

H− 3ξΣ = 0 ,

N−1 ∂tξ +
1

2

(
2

3
Θ− Σ

)
ξ − 1

2
H = 0 ,

ϕξ = 0 ,

N−1 ∂tρ+Θ(ρ+ p) +
3

2
ΣΠ + (ϕ+ 2A)Q = 0 ,

N−1 ∂tQ+

(
4

3
Θ + Σ

)
Q−A (ρ+ p+Π) +

3

2
Πϕ = 0 ,

N−1 ∂tE +
1

2
N−1 ∂tΠ+

(
Θ− 3

2
Σ

)
E

+
1

2

(
1

3
Θ +

1

2
Σ

)
Π− 1

3

(
1

2
ϕ− 2A

)
Q+

1

2
(ρ+ p) Σ− 3ξH = 0 ,

N−1 ∂tH+

(
Θ− 3

2
Σ

)
H+ 3ξ

(
E − 1

2
Π

)
= 0 ,

3

2

(
E +

1

2
Π

)
ϕ+

(
1

3
Θ− 1

2
Σ

)
Q = 0 ,

and
3

2
ϕH+Qξ = 0 .

These equations are a significant simplification of the full set of equations of motion, and

will be the form we expect for the equations that govern the dynamics of the spatially

averaged 1 + 1 + 2-covariant scalars, with the caveat that we will need to multiply the

scalars by appropriate factors of the lapse function, in order to correctly account for the

presence of a non-unit lapse N in the commutation rule (7.15).

Specifically, those averaged equations will be of the form

ai ∂t ⟨NpiSi⟩+
∑

j

bij
〈
Npi+1Sj

〉
+
∑

j,k

cijk ⟨NpjSj⟩ ⟨NpkSk⟩ = Bi , (7.17)

where the exponent pi of the lapse function N depends on the scalar being considered:

for the kinematic scalars {Θ,Σ,A, ϕ, ξ}, pi = 1, and for the matter and Weyl curvature

scalars, {ρ, p,Q,Π, E ,H}, pi = 2 , and where pj + pk = pi + 1 .
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One can see that the only difference between the local equations in the exact LRS case,

and the non-local averaged equations in the effective, emergent, LRS case, will be that

we will find scalar backreaction terms on the right-hand side of each equation, instead of

zero. These can be interpreted just like Buchert’s backreaction scalar Q : they describe

the integrated effects of small-scale inhomogeneities on the large-scale cosmic expansion.

Let us now derive the emergent equations, and the backreaction scalars that source them.

7.2.2 Emergent equations of motion

In this section we will present the explicit form of the equations governing the averaged

scalars from the 1 + 1 + 2 formalism. These equations are valid for any hypersurface-

orthogonal na , and any choice of spacelike vector ma in the orthogonal hypersurfaces,

although they are of course most useful if the chosen na and ma have well-motivated

physical meaning. They are obtained through applying the averaging rule (4.42), and

commutation relation (7.15), to the scalar equations in Section 2.2.3, and finally making

sure that all time derivatives are with respect to coordinate time. This is required so

that they can be more easily interpreted physically, as t takes the same value at every

point in any spatial averaging domain D of a given Σt . We will start with the averaged

scalar equations that come from the Ricci identities for na, then the equations that come

from the Ricci identities for ma , and finally the Bianchi identities.

Let us start with the 1 + 1 + 2 formulation of the Raychaudhuri equation, Eq. (2.64),

for the evolution of the expansion. After averaging, we get

∂t ⟨NΘ⟩ − ⟨NA⟩ (⟨NA⟩+ ⟨Nϕ⟩) + 1

3
⟨NΘ⟩2 + 3

2
⟨NΣ⟩2 (7.18)

+
1

2

〈
N2 (ρ+ 3p)

〉
−
〈
N2
〉
Λ = B1 .

This equation is identical to the corresponding equation from LRS Bianchi cosmologies

up to the backreaction term B1, and the presence of the lapse function N , which cannot

in general be set to unity. The backreaction term is

B1 =
2

3
VarNΘ− 3

2
VarNΣ+VarNA+Cov (NA, Nϕ)− 2

〈
N2ΣaΣ

a
〉
−
〈
N2ΣabΣ

ab
〉

+
〈
N2maDaA

〉
+
〈
N2MabDaAb

〉
+
〈
N2 (Aa − aa)Aa

〉
+ ⟨NΘ∂t lnN⟩ ,

which encodes all information about the influence of small-scale inhomogeneities on the

acceleration of the expansion of space. Here, we recall the definitions of covariance and

variance, which we introduced in Section 4.3.3 as being Cov (S1, S2) ≡ ⟨S1S2⟩−⟨S1⟩ ⟨S2⟩
and VarS ≡ Cov (S, S) . This is the only equation that can be derived from Sabc that has

a counterpart in the standard approach, pioneered by Buchert, of averaging to isotropic
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cosmology. As with Q in Eq. (4.48), a sufficiently large (and positive) B1 would lead to

an accelerating universe, at least within the spatial domain being considered.

The scalar part of the momentum constraint in the 1+1+2 formalism, Eq. (2.68), gives

〈
N2Q

〉
+

3

2
⟨Nϕ⟩ ⟨NΣ⟩ = B2 , (7.19)

where the backreaction term is given by

B2 =
2

3

〈
N2maDaΘ

〉
−
〈
N2maDaΣ

〉
− 3

2
Cov (Nϕ,NΣ)−

〈
N2MabDaΣb

〉

+2
〈
N2abΣ

b
〉
+
〈
N2Σabζ

ab
〉
.

This term describes the direct contribution from inhomogeneity to the large-scale mo-

mentum density, projected along the preferred spacelike direction picked out by ma .

Next, we can average the 1+1+2-scalar projection (2.72) of the shear evolution equation,

to obtain

∂t ⟨NΣ⟩+ 2

3
⟨NΘ⟩ ⟨NΣ⟩+ 1

2
⟨NΣ⟩2 +

〈
N2E

〉
− 1

2

〈
N2Π

〉
(7.20)

−1

3
(⟨NA⟩ − ⟨Nϕ⟩) ⟨NA⟩ = B3 ,

where the backreaction term is given by

B3 =
1

3
Cov (NΘ, NΣ) +

2

3
VarNA− 1

3
Cov (Nϕ,NA) +

2

3

〈
N2maDaA

〉

−1

2
VarNΣ− 1

3

〈
N2MabDaAb

〉
− 1

3

〈
N2ΣaΣ

a
〉
+

1

3

〈
N2AaAa

〉

+
1

3

〈
N2ΣabΣ

ab
〉
+ 2

〈
N2αaΣ

a
〉
− 2

3

〈
N2aaAa

〉
+ ⟨NΣ ∂t lnN⟩ .

This drives the generation of anisotropy in the expansion of space.

The 1+1+2-scalar projection (2.67) of the vorticity evolution equation tells us that for an

exactly LRS homogeneous cosmology where the preferred timelike vector is irrotational,

we must have Aξ = 0 . Thus, either the acceleration A associated with na or the twist ξ

of the 2-dimensional spaces orthogonal to both na and ma must be set to zero. However,

for a spacetime which is only an LRS Bianchi model on average, not locally, the result

of averaging Eq. (2.67) is instead

⟨NA⟩ ⟨Nξ⟩ = B4 , (7.21)

where the backreaction term is given by B4 = −1
2

〈
N2ϵabD

aAb
〉
− Cov (NA, Nξ) . In

this case we see that any non-zero effect from the small-scale inhomogeneity will lead to

a more complicated result, with ⟨NA⟩ ≠ 0 ̸= ⟨Nξ⟩ .
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Let us now turn our attention to the equations that come from the Ricci identities

for the preferred spacelike vector ma . The first, which has a counterpart in isotropic

cosmological modelling, comes from the average of Eq. (2.79). As we are considering an

irrotational timelike congruence, this equation is entirely equivalent to the Hamiltonian

constraint. Performing Buchert’s averaging procedure on it yields

2

9
⟨NΘ⟩2 − 1

2
⟨Nϕ⟩2 + 1

3
⟨NΘ⟩ ⟨NΣ⟩ − ⟨NΣ⟩2 − 2

3

〈
N2ρ

〉
− 2

3

〈
N2
〉
Λ (7.22)

−1

2

〈
N2Π

〉
−
〈
N2E

〉
+ 2 ⟨Nξ⟩2 = B5 .

The backreaction term in this case is given by the following expression:

B5 =
〈
N2maDaϕ

〉
+

1

2
VarNϕ− 2

9
VarNΘ+VarNΣ− 1

3
Cov (NΘ, NΣ)− 2VarNξ

+
〈
N2ζabζ

ab
〉
+
〈
N2ΣaΣ

a
〉
+
〈
N2aba

b
〉
−
〈
N2MabDaab

〉
.

This term acts in the same way as an additional effective contribution to the overall

energy density, in what would reduce to the Friedmann equation in isotropic cosmology.

We can relate the unfamiliar-looking terms on the left-hand side of the Hamiltonian

constraint (7.22) to the more familiar average Ricci curvature
〈
(3)R

〉
of the spacelike

hypersurfaces, by averaging Eq. (2.80). Doing this, we get

〈
N2 (3)R

〉
= −3

2
⟨Nϕ⟩2 − 3

2
⟨NΣ⟩2 + ⟨NΘ⟩ ⟨NΣ⟩ − 3

〈
N2E

〉
− 3

2

〈
N2Π

〉
+ 6 ⟨Nξ⟩2

−3
〈
N2maDaϕ

〉
− 3

2
VarNϕ− 3

2
VarNΣ+ Cov (NΘ, NΣ) + 6VarNξ

−
〈
N2ΣaΣ

a
〉
− 3

〈
N2aba

b
〉
+ 3

〈
N2MabDaab

〉

−3
〈
N2ζabζ

ab
〉
+
〈
N2ΣabΣ

ab
〉
.

The evolution equation for the large-scale expansion ⟨ϕ⟩ of the two-dimensional screen

spaces, along the preferred direction ma , is given by averaging Eq. (2.77):

∂t ⟨Nϕ⟩ −
〈
N2Q

〉
−
(
2

3
⟨NΘ⟩ − ⟨NΣ⟩

)(
⟨NA⟩ − 1

2
⟨Nϕ⟩

)
= B6 , (7.23)

where we find

B6 =
2

3
Cov (NΘ, Nϕ) +

1

2
Cov (NΣ, Nϕ) +

2

3
Cov (NΘ, NA)− Cov (NΣ, NA)

+
〈
N2MabDaΣb

〉
−
〈
N2ζabΣ

ab
〉
+
〈
N2Aa (αa − Σa)

〉

+
〈
N2aa (Σa −Aa)

〉
+ ⟨Nϕ∂t lnN⟩ .

The next non-trivial averaged scalar equation we can construct comes from the scalar
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projection (2.73) of the constraint (2.36) that relates the magnetic part Hab of the Weyl

tensor to the shear of the irrotational congruence tangent to na . After averaging, we

have

〈
N2H

〉
− 3 ⟨Nξ⟩ ⟨NΣ⟩ = B7 , (7.24)

where the backreaction scalar in this case is

B7 = 3Cov (Nξ,NΣ) +
〈
N2ϵab

(
DaΣb − ζacΣbc

)〉
.

For our averaged cosmology to be silent, with Hab = ⟨H⟩
(
mamb − 1

2Mab

)
= 0 , we

therefore require B7 to vanish along with either ⟨Nξ⟩ or ⟨NΣ⟩, or to conspire to cancel

3 ⟨Nξ⟩ ⟨NΣ⟩ , which seems unlikely in a generic spacetime without special symmetries.

The evolution equation for the average twist ⟨ξ⟩ is

∂t ⟨Nξ⟩+
1

2

(
2

3
⟨NΘ⟩ − ⟨NΣ⟩

)
⟨Nξ⟩ − 1

2

〈
N2H

〉
= B8 , (7.25)

with backreaction term

B8 =
2

3
Cov (NΘ, Nξ) +

1

2
Cov (NΣ, Nξ) +

1

2

〈
N2ϵab (a

a +Aa)
(
αb +Σb

)〉

+
1

2

〈
N2ϵabD

aαb
〉
+

1

2

〈
N2ϵacζ

c
b Σab

〉
+ ⟨Nξ ∂t lnN⟩ .

For an exact LRS Bianchi cosmology, the constraint (2.78) on the projected derivative

of ξ gives that ϕξ = 0 , so at least one of these two variables must vanish. However, in

the emergent case that comes from our explicit averaging procedure, we have instead

⟨Nϕ⟩ ⟨Nξ⟩ = B9 , (7.26)

where the backreaction scalar is

B9 = −
〈
N2maDaξ

〉
− Cov (Nϕ,Nξ) +

1

2

〈
N2ϵab

(
Daab +Σaab

)〉
.

As in Eq. (7.21), the backreaction term in this last equation prevents one obtaining the

usual result that either ⟨Nϕ⟩ or ⟨Nξ⟩ vanishes, with ⟨Nϕ⟩ ≠ 0 ̸= ⟨Nξ⟩ being required if

B9 ̸= 0 .

Finally, let us move on to the final six averaged equations, which all come from the

Bianchi identities. They tell us about the emergent Ricci curvature (i.e. the energy-

momentum tensor) and Weyl curvature on large scales.

The only equation that could be derived from these identities in the case of isotropic
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cosmologies would be the local energy conservation equation, which in our case takes the

form

∂t
〈
N2ρ

〉
+ ⟨NΘ⟩

(〈
N2ρ

〉
+
〈
N2p

〉)
+

3

2
⟨NΣ⟩

〈
N2Π

〉
(7.27)

+ (⟨Nϕ⟩+ 2 ⟨NA⟩)
〈
N2Q

〉
= B10 ,

where the backreaction term is given by

B10 = −Cov
(
N2p,NΘ

)
−
〈
N3MabDaQb

〉
−
〈
N3maDaQ

〉

−Cov
(
N (ϕ+ 2A) , N2Q

)
− 3

2
Cov

(
NΣ, N2Π

)
− 2

〈
N3AaQ

a
〉

−2
〈
N3ΣaΠ

a
〉
−
〈
N3ΣabΠ

ab
〉
+
〈
N3aaQ

a
〉
+ 2

〈
N2ρ ∂t lnN

〉
,

and where we have obtained the large-scale equation by averaging Eq. (2.66). The

backreaction term here provides an additional source that drives the rate of change

of the average energy density,
〈
N2ρ

〉
. All other equations correspond to anisotropic

cosmologies only, and vanish in the isotropic limit. It can be seen that if one chooses the

foliation such that na is the 4-velocity of pressureless dust, then B10 vanishes identically.

For a generic foliation, however, this need not be the case, as an observer that is not

comoving with the dust will typically measure non-zero pressure, momentum density

and anisotropic stress.

The first of the remaining equations comes from averaging the 1+ 1+2-covariant scalar

projection (2.71) of the local equation of momentum conservation,

∂t
〈
N2Q

〉
+

(
4

3
⟨NΘ⟩+ ⟨NΣ⟩

)〈
N2Q

〉
− ⟨NA⟩

〈
N2 (ρ+ p+Π)

〉
(7.28)

+
3

2

〈
N2Π

〉
⟨Nϕ⟩ = B11 .

This equation contains the backreaction scalar

B11 = −1

3
Cov

(
NΘ, N2Q

)
−
〈
N3maDa (p+Π)

〉
−
〈
N3MabDaΠb

〉

−Cov

(
3

2
Nϕ+NA, N2Π

)
− Cov

(
NΣ, N2Q

)
− Cov

(
N2 (ρ+ p) , NA

)

−
〈
N3AaΠ

a
〉
+
〈
N3ζabΠ

ab
〉
+
〈
N3 (αa − Σa)Q

a
〉

+2
〈
N3aaΠ

a
〉
+ 2

〈
N2Q∂t lnN

〉
.

The backreaction scalar B11 drives the evolution of the large-scale momentum density,

and if non-zero can therefore source a bulk flow in the averaged cosmology. This has

obvious utility for modelling how the anomalously large bulk flows reported in e.g. Refs.
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[294, 295] might be sourced by smaller-scale inhomogeneities.

Finally, we can determine averaged equations for the scalar projections E and H of the

Weyl tensor. The first is the evolution equation for ⟨E⟩ , which is

∂t
〈
N2E

〉
+

1

2
∂t
〈
N2Π

〉
+

(
⟨NΘ⟩ − 3

2
⟨NΣ⟩

)〈
N2E

〉
(7.29)

+
1

2

(
1

3
⟨NΘ⟩+ 1

2
⟨NΣ⟩

)〈
N2Π

〉
− 1

3

(
1

2
⟨Nϕ⟩ − 2 ⟨NA⟩

)〈
N2Q

〉

+
1

2

(〈
N2ρ

〉
+
〈
N2p

〉)
⟨NΣ⟩ − 3 ⟨Nξ⟩

〈
N2H

〉
= B12 ,

where

B12 = −1

3

〈
N3maDaQ

〉
+

1

3
Cov

(
NΘ, N2Π

)
+
〈
N3ϵabD

aHb
〉
+

1

6

〈
N3MabDaQb

〉

+
3

2
Cov

(
NΣ, N2E

)
+
〈
N3ϵabHbcζac

〉
− 1

2
Cov

(
NΣ, N2

(
ρ+ p+

1

2
Π

))

+
1

3
Cov

(
N2Q,

1

2
Nϕ− 2NA

)
− 1

6

〈
N3ΣaΠ

a
〉
+

1

3

〈
N3 (Aa + aa)Q

a
〉

+2
〈
N3ϵabAaHb

〉
−
〈
N3Σab

(
Eab + 1

2
Πab
)〉

+ 3Cov
(
Nξ,N2H

)

+
〈
N3αaΠ

a
〉
+
〈
N3 (2αa +Σa) Ea

〉
+ 2

〈
N2E ∂t lnN

〉
.

Likewise, the averaged evolution equation for ⟨H⟩ is

∂t
〈
N2H

〉
+

(
⟨NΘ⟩ − 3

2
⟨NΣ⟩

)〈
N2H

〉
+ 3 ⟨Nξ⟩

(〈
N2E

〉
− 1

2

〈
N2Π

〉)
= B13 , (7.30)

which has backreaction

B13 = −
〈
N3ϵabD

a

(
Eb − 1

2
Πb
)〉

+
3

2
Cov

(
NΣ, N2H

)
+ 2

〈
N3ϵabEaAb

〉

+
〈
N3 (2αa +Σa)Ha

〉
+

1

2

〈
N3ϵabΣ

aQb
〉
−
〈
N3ΣabHab

〉

+
1

2

〈
N3ϵabEacζbc

〉
− 3Cov

(
Nξ,N2E − 1

2
N2Π

)
+
〈
N2H ∂t lnN

〉
.

Finally, the averaged constraint equations for the 1 + 1 + 2-covariant scalar projections

of Eab and Hab are respectively

3

2

(〈
N2E

〉
+

1

2

〈
N2Π

〉)
⟨Nϕ⟩+

(
1

3
⟨NΘ⟩ − 1

2
⟨NΣ⟩

)〈
N2Q

〉
= B14 , (7.31)
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which we find to have a backreaction term given by

B14 = −
〈
N3maDaE

〉
+

1

3

〈
N3maDaρ

〉
− 1

2

〈
N3maDaΠ

〉

−
〈
N3MabDa

(
Eb +

1

2
Πb

)〉
− 3

2
Cov

(
Nϕ,N2E +

1

2
N2Π

)

+
1

2
Cov

(
N2Q,NΣ− 2

3
NΘ

)
+

1

2

〈
N3ΣaQ

a
〉

+
〈
N3ϵabΣ

acH b
c

〉
+

〈
N3

(
Eab +

1

2
Πab

)
ζab
〉
+
〈
N3 (2Ea +Πa) a

a
〉
,

and

3

2
⟨Nϕ⟩

〈
N2H

〉
+
〈
N2Q

〉
⟨Nξ⟩ = B15 (7.32)

where

B15 =
〈
N3maDaH

〉
− 3

2
Cov

(
Nϕ,N2H

)
− Cov

(
N2Q,Nξ

)

−1

2

〈
N3ϵabD

aQb
〉
−
〈
N3MabDaHb

〉
+ 2

〈
N3abHb

〉

+
〈
N3ζabHab

〉
−
〈
N3ϵabΣ

a
c

(
Ebc + 1

2
Πbc
)〉

.

Eqs. (7.18-7.32) provide a complete set that can be used to describe the large-scale

properties of an anisotropic cosmological model after averaging. These equations are

a considerable complication on those that govern exact LRS cosmologies, due to the

presence of the backreaction scalars Bi . If all of these terms are sufficiently small when

calculated for a domain D, then the expansion of D should be expected to be well

approximated by an exact LRS Bianchi model. If this is not the case, then we will be in

a situation where backreaction from small-scale inhomogeneous structures on the large-

scale properties of the cosmology is no longer negligible. In Section 7.3 we will consider

a family of exact cosmological models, to help develop our understanding of these terms

by explicitly calculating them for an example geometry.

Let us briefly summarise and comment on what we have done here. On a mathemati-

cal level, the equations we have derived constitute a full, novel, approach for modelling

anisotropy in the Universe, where we have modelled the possibility of cosmic anisotropy

emerging from inhomogeneous spacetimes. This has been achieved by performing a

1 + 1 + 2-decomposition of all relevant fields [90], and averaging the covariantly defined

scalars that result [31]. The equations that result describe a locally rotationally symmet-

ric Bianchi cosmological model, with additional source terms due to backreaction from

inhomogeneity.

Our approach is very general. It allows for:



Emergent anisotropy 244

1. The underlying spacetime to be arbitrarily inhomogeneous, with no Killing sym-

metries in general.

2. The averaging surfaces, determined by the choice of foliation, to be specified freely.

The foliation might be chosen by one or more of the means discussed in Section

7.1.1. We can convert freely between different foliations, according to the transfor-

mation rules in Section 7.1.1, with obvious utility for near-FLRW geometries with

small tilt [382, 384, 385, 483].

3. The direction of anisotropy to be freely chosen, which might be done according the

observational or mathematical criteria laid down in Section 7.1.1.

4. A completely general matter content Tab , with no special properties such as re-

quiring it to be pressureless dust.

This is a new way to model deviations from FLRW, motivated by anisotropic and inho-

mogeneous observational anomalies, such as the dipole anomaly we explored in Chapter

4. Helpfully, the framework is fully relativistic and covariant. It does not introduce any

new physics.

However, it remains to be seen whether any particular model will be able to produce an

emergent anisotropy that would be compatible with any of the anomalies claimed in the

literature, or whether any of the additional degrees of freedom in this approach would be

sufficient to alleviate any observational tensions. Our framework provides a mechanism

by which such questions can be investigated, but doing this in general is very difficult,

because of the substantial mathematical complexity and nonlinearity of the backreaction

problem.

What we would really like, of course, is to have some understanding of how large the

backreaction terms can be, and under what conditions they can drive anisotropy. The

magnitude of backreaction terms will depend on the geometry of the underlying space-

time. In the case of nearly-FLRW cosmologies, which have been extensively studied,

most authors find the relative size of backreaction terms to be small in the Buchert

equations of isotropic cosmology, such that Q/H2 ∼ 10−5 (see e.g. Ref. [164]). While

such contributions are indeed small, they are not as small as one may have näıvely

assumed, given that Q itself has leading-order contributions at second-order in cosmo-

logical perturbation theory. The reason why Q is not even smaller is that it contains

terms ∼ Φ∇2Φ ∼ Φ δ, where δ is a density contrast that can become of order unity (or

larger) in the presence of nonlinear structures.

In the present case we have backreaction terms appearing not only in the averaged ver-

sions of the Friedmann equations, but also (for example) in the momentum conservation
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equation (7.28). Using the same logic, the presence of nonlinear structure might be ex-

pected to result in backreaction terms of order B11/H
2 ∼ 10−5. In this case, however,

such a contribution would be of the same size as the usual terms on the left-hand side of

Eq. (7.28), meaning that the backreaction terms could potentially be more significant

overall. Whether these expectations are realised in typical cosmological spacetimes will

require a detailed study.

In the next section, we will carry out a first step towards such a study, by performing

the first full calculation of the anisotropic backreaction scalars {B1, ...,B15} , in an exact

cosmological spacetime. The geometry we will study possesses symmetries and an ide-

alised matter distribution, and is really a toy model rather than a valid description of our

Universe. However, it will still provide us with some very valuable insight, particularly

regarding the issue of foliation dependence.

7.3 Application to Farnsworth models

In order to understand our formalism, it is illustrative to apply it to a class of exact

cosmological models. For this we choose the anisotropic cosmologies found by Farnsworth

[503]. These are exact solutions to Einstein’s equations. They are of Bianchi type V ,

admitting a four-parameter group of isometries, including local rotational symmetry.

The three-dimensional spacelike surfaces of transitivity of this isometry group are in

general not coincident with the hypersurfaces orthogonal to the dust 4-velocity: these

are tilted cosmologies. The k = −1 FLRW metric is contained within this wider class

of metrics as a special case, and although they do not contain anything that could be

considered as nonlinear structure, they do provide us with a precise example geometry

to illustrate the application of our formalism.

The metric for the Farnworth solutions can be written as [503]

ds2 = −dt2 +X2(t+ Cr) dr2 + e−2αrY 2(t+ Cr)
(
dy2 + dz2

)
, (7.33)

where the functional dependence of the metric functions X and Y has been fixed by the

presence of the Killing vectors

X1 = ∂y, X2 = ∂z, X3 = −C∂t + ∂r + y∂y + z∂z, and X4 = −z∂y + y∂z . (7.34)

Here C is a constant, and the one-parameter isotropy group is generated by X4. The

parameter α is related to the curvature scale of the surfaces of transitivity, which we

reiterate are not in general the matter-orthogonal surfaces. It can be set to unity by

a choice of units for r , which we will now do. The dust 4-velocity can be written in
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these coordinates as ua = δat , for which the corresponding axis of rotational symmetry

is given by m̃a = X−1δar .

Substituting the metric from Eq. (7.33) into Einstein’s equations, one obtains a rela-

tionship between X and Y ,

X = k−1
(
CY ′ − Y

)
(7.35)

where a prime denotes a derivative with respect to t+ Cr and k is a positive constant,

as well as the following Friedmann-like equation:

Y ′2 =
D

3Y
+ k2, (7.36)

where D is a positive constant related to the energy density. Note that we have set the

cosmological constant to zero.

The solution to Eq. (7.36) can be written in parametric form as

Y (t+ Cr) =
Wk

2
(cosh η − 1) , and (7.37)

t+ Cr =
W

2
(sinh η − η) , (7.38)

where we have defined W ≡ D

3k3
. The constant C controls the size of the bulk flow,

and in the limit C −→ 0 we recover FLRW, and η becomes the usual conformal time

coordinate τ . In what follows, when required, we will choose C = 2 and W = 125 in

order to display numerical results.

Let us now consider refoliating this spacetime by boosting along the symmetry axis from

the matter frame ua into the frame defined by some new irrotational timelike vector na,

such that

na = γ (ua + wa) , where wa = v(t+ Cr)X(t+ Cr)δ r
a , (7.39)

and γ =
(
1− v2

)−1/2
takes its usual form in terms of the magnitude v of the 3-velocity

wa . The functional dependence of v is motivated by the symmetries of the spacetime.

This choice of boost, staying parallel to the local rotational symmetry axis of the space-

time, means that all 1 + 1 + 2-covariant vectors and tensors vanish in any new frame.

This will greatly simplify the calculation of our backreaction scalars in the 1 + 1 + 2

formalism.

In order to calculate spatial Buchert averages in our anisotropic framework, it is of course

necessary to consider the non-zero 1 + 1 + 2-covariant scalars. These can be calculated

with respect to either {ua, m̃a} or {na,ma} . The scalars are related between the frames

according to the equations in Section 7.1.1. After a boost of the kind in Eq. (7.39), the
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kinematic scalars can be written as

Θ =
γ3

XY

[
Y
{
Cv′ +X ′ + v

(
2v2 − 2 +Xv′ − vX ′)}+ 2γ−2Y ′ (X + Cv)

]
(7.40)

A =
γ3

X

[
Xv′ − v3X ′ + v

(
X ′ + Cv′

)]
(7.41)

Σ =
2γ3

3XY

[
Y
{
Cv′ +X ′ + v

(
1 +Xv′ − v2 − vX ′)}− γ−2Y ′ (X + Cv)

]
(7.42)

ϕ =
2γ

XY

[
Y ′ (C +Xv)− Y

]
, and (7.43)

Ω = ξ = 0 , (7.44)

whence we see that vorticity vanishes in all cases, so that any na does indeed define a

foliation of spacetime. The form of the kinematic scalars in the matter-comoving frame

is obtained from the above set simply by setting v
!
= 0 .

The Ricci curvature, or equivalently the energy-momentum tensor Tab , can be entirely

characterised by the following four scalars describing the matter content,

ρ = γ2ρ(u) (t+ Cr) , p =
1

2
Π =

1

3
γ2v2ρ(u) and Q = −γ2vρ(u) , (7.45)

where the rest mass density is given by ρ(u) = Tabu
aub = Gabu

aub :

ρ(u) =
2X2Y X ′Y ′ +X3Y ′2 + 2CY X ′ (CY ′ − Y )−X

(
3Y 2 + C2Y ′2 + 2CY (CY ′′ − 3Y ′)

)

X3Y 2
.

Finally, we need the Weyl curvature. As the spacetime is of Petrov type D [146, 504],

the electric Weyl scalar E is invariant under boosts. For all possible v , it takes the form

E =
X
(
Y ′2 − Y Y ′′) (C2 −X2

)
+ Y Y ′X ′ (C2 +X2

)
− Y 2

(
CX ′ +X2X ′′)

3X3Y 2
. (7.46)

The magnetic part of the Weyl tensor vanishes. With these results in place, we can now

consider refoliations of the Farnsworth cosmology, and calculate the 1 + 1 + 2-covariant

scalars and their associated averages and backreaction terms for any of them.

7.3.1 Homogeneous foliation

Let us first consider the foliation composed of leaves that coincide with the surfaces of

transitivity of the Killing vectors from Eq. (7.34). These are spatially homogeneous

3-dimensional spaces with a timelike normal na that must satisfy naX
a
3 = 0. In terms of

the function v(t+Cr) that relates na to ua through Eq. (7.39), this immediately implies

v = −C/X , and results in a set of spaces of constant η . These spaces are spanned by

the induced metric fab = gab + nanb .
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The set of non-vanishing scalars in this foliation is larger than in the foliation orthogonal

to the matter flow, as it contains a bulk flow that gives rise to non-zero pressure, momen-

tum density and anisotropic stress. The full set of scalars is {Θ,Σ, E , ϕ, ρ, p,Q,Π}, which
can immediately be obtained from Eqs. (7.40-7.45). For each of these scalars S we also

know that their projected covariant derivative DaS must vanish, due to homogeneity.

This immediately implies that this foliation is one of constant density, constant mean

curvature and constant spatial curvature, i.e. Daρ = DaΘ = D
(3)
a R = 0 .

The line element in Eq. (7.33) can be recast into coordinates adapted to this foliation

by making the transformation [504]

t = Cx+

∫
dT β(T ) and r = −x+

∫
dT

α(T )

β(T )
, (7.47)

where α =
C

X2 − C2
and β2 = 1− C2

X2 − C2
. (7.48)

This results in

ds2 = −dT 2 +A(T ) dx2 +B(T ) e2x
(
dy2 + dz2

)
, (7.49)

where

X2 = C2 +A , and Y 2 = Be4x exp

{
2

∫
dT

α

β

}
. (7.50)

All quantities that were functions of t+Cr are now purely functions of T , and moreover

we have that na = δaT and X3 = −∂x + y∂y + z∂z . This makes clear the orthogonality

of na to the surfaces of transitivity spanned by the Killing vectors from Eq. (7.34). The

lapse function is again equal to unity in these coordinates, which further simplifies the

calculation of the emergent equations of motion.

The behaviour of the direction-dependent expansion rates of space, and the expansion-

normalised variables
{
Σ(n), ϕ(n), E , ρ(n)

}
, are displayed in Figs. 7.2 and 7.3. Fig.7.2

shows the expansion rates parallel and orthogonal to the direction picked out by the

bulk flow, and displays significant anisotropy at early times (small η). As the bulk flow

decays at late times (large η), the difference between the expansion rates in different

directions also decays, demonstrating that space isotropises in this foliation. Fig. 7.3

shows other relevant scalars as a function of η, normalised by the appropriate power of

the expansion rate Θ to make the resultant quantity dimensionless. One sees that shear

Σ and electric Weyl curvature E both increase at early times, consistent with growing

anisotropy in this limit. In both plots η is made dimensionless by normalising it relative

to ηeq, its value when Y =
D

3k2
, such that the two terms on the right-hand side of Eq.

(7.36), which are roughly analogous to the matter and curvature terms in the FLRW

Friedmann equation, are equal. In Fig. 7.2 the expansion rates are made dimensionless

by normalising them with respect to the isotropic expansion rate H̄(n) = 1
3Θ

(n) at the
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Figure 7.2: The normalised rate of spatial expansion in the directions parallel, H
(n)
∥ =

1

3
Θ(n)+Σ(n), and orthogonal, H

(n)
⊥ =

1

3
Θ(n)− 1

2Σ
(n), to the axis of rotational symmetry,

in the homogeneous foliation of the Farnsworth solution.
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Figure 7.3: Expansion-normalised variables
{
Σ(n), ϕ(n), E , ρ(n)

}
in the homogeneous

foliation of the Farnsworth solution.
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equality time ηeq .

In this foliation it can be seen that all of backreaction scalars Bi from Section 7.2.2 must

be equal to zero. This happens because

• All variances and covariances must vanish, as
∫
D d

3x
√
f S(T ) = S(T )VD .

• All terms containing projected covariant derivatives, such as maDaS , must also

vanish, because Da acts on manifestly homogeneous hypersurfaces.

The cosmology one observes in this foliation can therefore be entirely described by the

locally defined scalar quanitites, without any need for averaging. This is exactly as

expected for a spacetime that admits a homogeneous foliation. In most geometries such

a simplifying set of symmetries will not exist, and in more realistic cosmologies one would

need to perform explicit averages in order to gain a set of quantities that could be used

to describe the large-scale properties of the cosmological spacetime.

Let us now consider an inhomogeneous foliation of the Farnsworth solutions, to show

how this would work in this simple example of a tilted Bianchi cosmology.

7.3.2 Matter-rest-space foliation

Let us now foliate the exact same spacetime into hypersurfaces orthogonal to the matter

flow ua , with induced metric hab = gab + uaub . This corresponds to v = 0 in Eqs.

(7.40–7.45), and is a valid choice for averaging due to its irrotationality. Indeed, if we

were performing our averaging procedure according to Buchert’s original approach [31],

this is precisely the foliation we would use. The leaves of the matter foliation are level

surfaces of the coordinate time t, as per the metric (7.33). The lapse is again equal to

unity, so covariant and coordinate time derivatives are equivalent.

The only non-zero quantities in this case are the scalars {Θ,Σ, ϕ, ρ, E}, which in terms

of the parameters from the solution in Eq. (7.37) are

Θ =
2 [3W sinh η (cosh η − 1) + 2C (2 cosh η + 1)]

W (cosh η − 1)
[
W (cosh η − 1)2 − 2C sinh η

] (7.51)

Σ =
8C
(
sinh2 η + cosh η − 1

)

3W (cosh η − 1)2
[
W (cosh η − 1)2 − 2C sinh η

] (7.52)

ϕ =
4

W (cosh η − 1)
, ρ =

24

W (cosh η − 1)
[
W (cosh η − 1)2 − 2C sinh η

] , (7.53)

and the electric Weyl curvature, which is given by Eq. (7.46).

The normalised expansion rates as a function of η are shown in Fig.7.4, and the other

expansion-normalised scalars are shown in Fig. 7.5. These plots, displaying quantities
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Figure 7.4: The normalised rate of spatial expansion in the directions parallel, H
(u)
∥ =

1

3
Θ(u)+Σ(u), and orthogonal, H

(u)
⊥ = 1

3Θ
(u)− 1

2
Σ(u), to the axis of rotational symmetry,

in the matter-rest-space foliation of the Farnsworth solution.

calculated in the foliation generated by the matter flow ua , may be compared directly

with Figs. 7.2 and 7.3.

In order to average these quantities we need an averaging domain D on each of the sur-

faces orthogonal to ua . If we take this domain to have coordinate extents {∆r,∆y,∆z} ,
then the spatial volume is given by

VD(t) =

∫

D
dydzdr

√
h(η) =

∆y∆zW 3k2

16C
e2t/C

∫ η(rmax,t)

η(rmin,t)
dη J(η) , (7.54)

where

J(η) = (cosh η − 1)2
[
W (cosh η − 1)2 − 2C sinh η

]
exp

{
−W
C

(sinh η − η)

}
, (7.55)

and ∆r = rmax − rmin .
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Figure 7.5: Expansion-normalised variables
{
Σ(u), ϕ(u), E , ρ(u)

}
in the matter-rest-

space foliation of the Farnsworth solution.
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Figure 7.6: The integration domain from rmin = 1 to rmax = 20 (shaded region)
in the matter-rest-frame foliation as a function of time t, normalised relative to t0eq =

W (sinh ηeq − ηeq) /2 .
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Figure 7.7: Evolution of
{〈
ϕ(u)

〉
,
〈
Σ(u)

〉
, ⟨E⟩ ,

〈
ρ(u)

〉}
with t, normalised by the rel-

evant power of
〈
Θ(u)

〉
. The time coordinate t is normalised by t0eq. The averaging

domain is from Figure 7.6.

We can then compute all the desired scalar averages as 3

⟨S⟩ (t) =
∫ η(rmax,t)
η(rmin,t)

dη J(η)S(η)
∫ η(rmax,t)
η(rmin,t)

dη J(η)
. (7.56)

In choosing the integration domain (i.e. rmin/max), it is important to avoid the bang

time singularity that is located at rB(t) such that t+CrB(t) = 0 . For any C > 0 this is

satisfied by rmin > 0 . The value of rmax needs only to be sufficiently large that ηmin and

ηmax are relatively far apart, but once this is ensured to be true the backreaction effects

are only weakly dependent on its value. If we choose rmin = 1, rmax = 20 and C = 2 as

an example, then one obtains the integration domain shown in Fig. 7.6. At early times

the distance from rmin to rmax corresponds to a large separation in η, while at late times

the integration domain shrinks, as the spacelike hypersurfaces isotropise.

The evolution with t of our averaged scalars, normalised by the averaged expansion ⟨Θ⟩,
is shown in Fig. 7.7. The inhomogeneity in these spaces has been averaged out to give

a set of purely time-dependent scalar functions. These averages provide a cosmological

3In the isotropic case C −→ 0, the integration limits η(rmin, t) and η(rmax, t) coincide. However, in
that case S(η) → S(t) can be brought outside of the integral, such that one safely obtains ⟨S(t)⟩ = S .
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Figure 7.8: Backreaction scalars {B1,B3,B6,B12} as a function of t/t0eq . Each scalar
has been normalised by the time derivative of the averaged quantity whose evolution

equation they appear in.

description of the large-scale properties of the spaces orthogonal to the matter flow ua ,

including anisotropic properties which are communicated by ⟨Σ⟩ and ⟨E⟩ .
The magnitudes of the backreaction scalars that source the evolution of the large-

scale averaged cosmology are displayed in Fig. 7.8, where we focus on the subset

{B1,B3,B6,B12} , as they appear in evolution rather than constraint equations. These

quantities are shown as ratios of the time derivative of the relevant average, as per the

equations in Section 7.2.2, in order to show the fractional contribution they make to

their evolution. In each case, the averaging domain used is the one displayed in Fig. 7.6,

and we have again used C = 2 and W = 125 .

It can be seen from Fig. 7.8 that the backreaction effect becomes large at early times,

and dissipates to zero at late times. In the Farnsworth spacetime, this happens because

the anisotropy (and hence inhomogeneity in the matter-rest-space foliation) is entirely

due to the bulk flow v = −C/X , which becomes small as the directional scale factor X

grows and the spacelike hypersurfaces isotropise.

This example demonstrates that the large-scale averaged properties of a cosmological

model depend on the chosen foliation, and that one requires in addition a choice of

averaging domain (and in general a spatial direction ma ). The kinematic and matter
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quantities that result can display different behaviours when calculated on different foli-

ations, and so can the magnitude of the backreaction scalars. This clearly demonstrates

the need for these choices to be made carefully, and for the interpretation of scalar aver-

aging results in cosmology to be understood in terms of these choices. The consequences

of constructing an average cosmological model in a spacetime with more than one well-

motivated possible choice of foliation (such as a tilted Bianchi cosmology, or indeed our

Universe which has no Killing vectors in reality) will be explored further in Chapter 8,

where we will again use the Farnsworth model as one of our canonical examples.

7.4 Discussion

In this chapter, we have developed a way to model anisotropic universes on cosmological

scales, where the large-scale anisotropic description emerges from explicitly averaging

over small-scale structures. The hope is that as long as any given cosmological space-

time has a well-defined homogeneity scale, then averages taken over spatial domains of

that size or larger will produce a sensible description of the averaged properties of the

spacetime. This, after all, is the implicit assumption behind all standard cosmological

modelling, where the averaging procedure is essentially considered to be trivial, irre-

spective of whether the large-scale model in question is FLRW or some other spatially

homogeneous cosmology.

The averaging formalism developed by Buchert is designed, among other reasons, to

quantify to what extent the implicit assumption of trivial averaging is reasonable in

the context of an isotropic Universe at late times, through the backreaction scalar Q .

Here, we have derived the equivalent quantities Bi that would enable one to ask this

question in an anisotropic universe, with the envisaged goal in particular of testing

whether an emergent anisotropic cosmology would isotropise in the same way as its

exact Bianchi counterpart, or whether the presence of the backreaction scalars would

complicate that situation and potentially sustain anisotropic signatures on large scales

in the late Universe. This is a very difficult question to answer in general, but we now

have the mathematical tools in place to approach it. The exposition at the end of Section

7.2.2 suggests that the backreaction present in our formalism might have a sizeable effect

on observational signatures, even if the scalars Bi are small enough to be analysed using

perturbative methods. To work out whether this is the case it is necessary to build

an understanding of relevant late-time observables (the most obvious being the Hubble

diagram) in the context of our formalism.

If we are dealing with a spacetime displaying a well-defined homogeneity scale Lhom ,

then it ought to follow that cosmological observables over scales > Lhom should be

described well by the average model, with local effects due to inhomogeneities washed
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out in all measurements that are made over sufficiently large distances. If they are not,

then an homogeneous averaged description cannot be considered a viable model for the

observational properties of the Universe on the largest scales. In the next chapter, we

will study how our “emergent anisotropy” framework can be used to model luminosity

distance and redshift observations in inhomogeneous and anisotropic universes.



Chapter 8

Hubble diagrams in statistically

homogeneous, anisotropic

universes

Hubble diagrams describe the relationship between the redshift of light received from

distant sources, and the luminosity distance to them. They are of fundamental impor-

tance in cosmology, having played a crucial historical role in the development of the

standard cosmological model, and underpin a wide array of cosmological observables. Of

course, Hubble diagrams are typically interpreted within the homogeneous and isotropic

FLRW models of the Universe, and within this class of models can be used to determine

the isotropic Hubble rate, H0, and deceleration parameter q0 , as we explained in Section

3.3.2. However, they can also be constructed in anisotropic cosmological models. In such

cases, the luminosity distance as a function of redshift depends on the direction of obser-

vation in space, and one could imagine constructing Hubble diagrams along certain lines

of sight, so that H0 and q0 become functions on the sky. This issue has been brought to

the fore by the apparent directional dependence of dipole asymmetries in the CMB and

matter distribution. It has led some to ask whether the late Universe might in fact be

best described as being anisotropic on large scales [11].

In Chapter 7, we considered how such an anisotropy might potentially emerge from the

formation of nonlinear structures [3]. In this chapter, we consider what the observational

consequences of such a scenario might be. We will focus in particular on how Hubble

diagrams might be constructed in cosmologies that have emergent large-scale anisotropy

in their expansion, and how the properties of those diagrams might be related to the

average expansion and shear of space itself. The contents of this chapter are based on

Ref. [4].

In order to investigate the possibility of emergent anisotropy, we will use the Sachs

257
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formalism for propagating bundles of rays of light in general spacetimes, which we in-

troduced back in Section 2.3. We will combine these ideas with our general frame-

work, whose full set of equations we derived in the previous chapter, for incorporating

the direction-dependent backreaction of inhomogeneities on the large-scale properties

of space. Our approach is entirely relativistic and non-perturbative, and will therefore

allow us to test explicitly whether the optical properties of inhomogeneous cosmological

spacetime can be described by an anisotropic average model, even in situations where

the inhomogeneities are of very large scale and/or amplitude.

The problem of calculating luminosity distances in inhomogeneous cosmologies is far from

a new one [505], with numerous studies having been performed in (for example) Swiss

cheese models [392, 393, 402, 403, 506, 507], Lemâıtre-Tolman-Bondi and Szekeres cos-

mologies [391, 395, 401, 508–512], Lindquist-Wheeler models [513, 514], post-Newtonian

cosmologies [515], N-body simulations [168, 404, 516–520], models using numerical rela-

tivity [67, 103, 104], and cosmographic analyses that construct the low-z Hubble diagram

in a generalised way [101, 269, 270].

In this chapter, we will extend this field by investigating the extent to which Hubble dia-

grams in inhomogeneous universes can be accurately described by a large-scale averaged

model that is anisotropic. We will study not only the all-sky average of the Hubble dia-

gram (i.e. the monopole), but also the full variation of the luminosity distance function

across the skies of many observers. This is made possible by the framework we built in

Chapter 7, as per Ref. [3], which is an extended version of the spatial averaging proce-

dure of Buchert [31]. We find that our formalism can account well for that variation,

as long as the average model is allowed to be anisotropic, and as long as the spatial

averaging is done on an appropriate foliation of the spacetime.

The family of spacetimes we choose to consider for our study are dust-filled and plane

symmetric. These solutions are discussed in detail in Section 8.2, after we discuss our

set of target models on to which averages can be mapped in Section 8.1.1, and the tech-

niques we use to calculate distance measures in Section 8.1.2. In Section 8.3 we bring

these techniques together in the context of inhomogeneous and anisotropic spacetimes

with zero backreaction. We show that in that case there is a unique choice of homoge-

neous model corresponding to the scalar averages, and that within this class of models

the averaged geometry permits a very good understanding of the Hubble diagrams of

observers within it. We follow the same procedure in Sections 8.4 and 8.5, for spacetimes

with non-zero backreaction. Section 8.4 deals with the tilted Farnsworth cosmologies we

introduced already in Section 7.3. In contrast, Section 8.5 considers an inhomogeneous

and anisotropic spacetime where backreaction is small but non-zero.
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8.1 Observables in anisotropic cosmologies

Let us discuss how luminosity distance and redshift measurements can be interpreted

in the context of anisotropic universes, while retaining the concept of emergence that is

crucial to our entire framework. This will require us to introduce two key ingredients: (i)

a tractable set of emergent cosmological models on to which the averages of covariantly

defined scalars can be mapped, which we will take to be dust-dominated locally rota-

tionally symmetric Bianchi cosmologies, and (ii) a method for calculating null geodesics

in general curved spacetimes, and then using their properties to construct distances and

redshifts using the null congruence formalism from Section 2.3.

8.1.1 Emergent LRS dust models

When analysing large-scale cosmological observations, one typically has a model geom-

etry in mind, whose parameters are to be fit to the data. Here, we are interested in

anisotropic cosmologies, whose emergent behaviour is calculated using the Buchert-like

averaging scheme we discussed at length in Chapter 7. We expect that the large-scale

dynamics of an anisotropic universe can be modelled as a locally rotationally symmetric

(LRS) Bianchi spacetime, described by a set of averaged 1+ 1+2-covariant scalars that

obey the equations of motion (7.18–7.32). These equations are rather unwieldy, but they

can be simplified significantly if we make two more additional suppositions:

• The spacetime geometry is plane-symmetric, i.e. there exist two-dimensional planes

of homogeneity orthogonal to the preferred spacelike direction ma through which

the 1 + 1 + 2-covariant scalars are constructed. We will explain the properties of

plane-symmetric cosmological models in detail in Section 8.2.

• The matter content of the universe is described by pressureless dust, with an

irrotational 4-velocity that is accordingly the normal vector na to the constant-t

leaves of a spacetime foliation Σt .

Under these assumptions, we can model the large-scale cosmology in terms of the Buchert

averages ⟨S⟩ of only five covariantly defined scalars S . These are

Θ = ∇an
a , ρ = Tabn

anb , ϕ = Dam
a , Σ = σabm

amb , E = Eabm
amb ,

which we recall from Section 2.2.3 are scalars describing respectively the timelike expan-

sion of na , the energy density measured by comoving observers, the spacelike expansion

of ma , the shear of na , and the electric part of the Weyl tensor.
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After averaging, the LRS scalars {Θ, ρ, ϕ,Σ, E} should therefore be thought of as non-

local, large-scale quantities that evolve according to

∂t ⟨Θ⟩+ 1

3
⟨Θ⟩2 + 3

2
⟨Σ⟩2 + 1

2
⟨ρ⟩ = B1 (8.1)

∂t ⟨Σ⟩+
2

3
⟨Θ⟩ ⟨Σ⟩+ 1

2
⟨Σ⟩2 + ⟨E⟩ = B3 (8.2)

∂t ⟨ϕ⟩+
1

2

(
2

3
⟨Θ⟩ − ⟨Σ⟩

)
⟨ϕ⟩ = B6 (8.3)

∂t ⟨E⟩+
(
⟨Θ⟩ − 3

2
⟨Σ⟩
)
⟨E⟩+ 1

2
⟨ρ⟩ ⟨Σ⟩ = B12 (8.4)

∂t ⟨ρ⟩+ ⟨Θ⟩ ⟨ρ⟩ = 0 , (8.5)

and which obey the constraints

3

2
⟨ϕ⟩ ⟨Σ⟩ = B2 (8.6)

2

9
⟨Θ⟩2 − 1

2
⟨ϕ⟩2 + 1

3
⟨Θ⟩ ⟨Σ⟩ − ⟨Σ⟩2 − 2

3
⟨ρ⟩ − ⟨E⟩ = B5 (8.7)

3

2
⟨E⟩ ⟨ϕ⟩ = B14 . (8.8)

These are a reduced and simplified set of equations compared to Eqs. (7.18–7.32). They

have been tailored to the case of plane-symmetric dust-filled spacetimes, and we have also

chosen the lapse function to be N = 1 , which we are free to do for pressureless matter

[426]. Notably, the plane symmetry of the spacetimes we are dealing with here means

that of the 15 emergent equations (7.18–7.32) in the general case, the ones containing

{B4,B7,B8,B9,B11,B13,B15} are absent. The backreaction term B10 would enter on the

right hand side of Eq. (8.5) in general, but it vanishes for a foliation comoving with the

dust fluid, which is exactly the situation that we are dealing with here.

The backreaction scalars Bi in Eqs. (8.1–8.8) encode the contribution of inhomogeneities

to the averaged equations. They are given in our current setting by

B1 =
2

3
VarΘ− 3

2
VarΣ

B2 =
2

3
⟨maDaΘ⟩ − ⟨maDaΣ⟩ −

3

2
Cov (ϕ,Σ)

B3 =
1

3
Cov (Θ,Σ)− 1

2
VarΣ

B5 =
1

2
Varϕ− 2

9
VarΘ + VarΣ− 1

3
Cov (Θ,Σ)

B6 =
2

3
Cov (Θ, ϕ) +

1

2
Cov (ϕ,Σ)

B12 =
3

2
Cov (Σ, E)− 1

2
Cov (Σ, ρ)

B14 = −⟨maDaE⟩+
1

3
⟨maDaρ⟩ −

3

2
Cov (ϕ, E) ,
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which are far simpler than their general forms presented in Section 7.2.2. It can be

seen that these scalars are composed by averaging spatial gradients of scalars along the

preferred direction ma , as well from the variances (Var) and covariances (Cov) of various

of the covariantly-defined scalars.

Given a set of averaged scalars, one may wish to construct an homogeneous but anisotropic

LRS cosmology out of them, in order to interpret the large-scale behaviour of the aver-

aged spacetime. We can then calculate null geodesics on these emergent Bianchi space-

times, and thereby construct the Hubble diagrams that observers in such idealised uni-

verses would measure. These can be compared to the Hubble diagrams constructed

by observers in the underlying, non-averaged inhomogeneous spacetime. In such a sce-

nario, the existence of any non-zero backreaction scalars would indicate that the inho-

mogeneities that have been averaged away are having an influence on the dynamics of

the large-scale cosmology.

For the simplest possible example, the averaged scalars ⟨Θ⟩ and ⟨Σ⟩ can be used to

specify an emergent Bianchi type I line element of the form (4.28). The directional scale

factors A(t) and B(t) are related to our averaged scalars by

⟨Θ⟩ = Ȧ

A
+

2Ḃ

B
and ⟨Σ⟩ = 2

3

(
Ȧ

A
− Ḃ

B

)
. (8.9)

Similarly, one can write down a Bianchi type V line element of the form (4.29). In this

case, ⟨Θ⟩ and ⟨Σ⟩ are related to A(t) and B(t) as in the equations above, and the spatial

curvature parameter β is given according to

−6β

A2
− Ȧ2

2A2
− Ḃ2

2B2
+
ȦḂ

AB
=
〈
(3)R

〉
= 2 ⟨ρ⟩ − 2

3
⟨Θ⟩2 + 3

2
⟨Σ⟩2 , (8.10)

where (3)R is the Ricci scalar curvature of the hypersurfaces orthogonal to na. In the final

equality here we have made use of the Buchert average of the Hamiltonian constraint

equation (2.53), in order to relate β to ⟨ρ⟩, ⟨Θ⟩ and ⟨Σ⟩ .
In both cases we recover an FLRW model when A(t) = B(t) , as can be seen from

the vanishing of the shear in this case. For the type I spacetime that FLRW model is

spatially flat, whereas for the type V model it is spatially curved. In principle, one could

also construct average LRS models of Bianchi types II, III, VII or IX , but they will not

be required in what follows.

8.1.2 Calculating the Hubble diagram

In order to calculate redshifts and luminosity distances we first need to know the trajec-

tories of rays of light in a given spacetime. As discussed in Section 2.3, under the eikonal

approximation these will be null geodesics with kb∇bka = 0, where ka is the tangent
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vector to the ray. Finding these paths can be achieved straightforwardly by constructing

the Hamiltonian H = gabkakb/2, subject to the constraint H = 0 , and using Hamilton’s

equations:

dxa

dλ
=

∂H
∂ka

= gabkb , (8.11)

dka
dλ

= − ∂H
∂xa

= −1

2
gbc,akbkc .

These equations will be integrated backwards in time from the observer to the source,

by choosing ka to be past-directed. For the initial conditions, one requires a spacetime

location xaobs, and a propagation direction eobsa along which rays arrive at the observer.

In defining eobsa , we have decomposed the tangent vector ka with respect to the timelike

vector na, such that ka = −E (na − ea), where eana = 0 and eaea = 1 . The photon en-

ergy is then E = kana, and e
a gives the direction of the ray in the spacelike hypersurfaces

orthogonal to na .

The initial direction of propagation eobsa is chosen by specifying the angles (θc, ϕc) on

the observer’s celestial sphere. These angles pick out a spacelike unit vector

ϵi = − (cos θc, sin θc cosϕc, sin θc sinϕc) . (8.12)

Aligning eobsa with this unit vector by writing eobsa = gai(x
c
obs) ϵ

i , and using the null

condition kaka = 0 , is then sufficient to determine ka at the observer (up to the specific

value of E). By varying the observing angles (θc, ϕc) , and the observer’s spacetime

location xaobs , we can then calculate the path of any null geodesic. We can of course also

calculate the redshift along any particular geodesic, using the usual definition

1 + z :=
E(λ)

E(0)
=
kana|λ
kana|0

, (8.13)

where we have specified to the case of a past-directed null geodesic that we are concerned

with in this chapter.

Once the full set of null geodesic curves in the spacetime has been calculated, one must

then solve Sachs’ optical equations (2.89-2.90) for the expansion θ̂ and shear σ̂ of a

congruence of null geodesics. As explained in Section 2.3.2, these equations are more

straightforwardly solved and interpreted by recasting them in terms of the angular di-

ameter distance dA , so that the Sachs equations can be written in the simpler form

(2.94-2.95).
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For the sake of clarity, we reproduce here all the equations that will be used in the

remainder of this chapter to calculate the Hubble diagram given a set of null geodesics:

d2

dλ2
dA =

(
Φ00 − ¯̂σσ̂

)
dA (8.14)

d

dλ

(
σ̂ d2A

)
= Ψ0 d

2
A , (8.15)

dz

dλ
= (1 + z)2H∥(z) , (8.16)

dL = (1 + z)2 dA , and (8.17)

µ = 5 log

(
dL
Mpc

)
+ 25 , (8.18)

where Φ00 = −Rabkakb/2 and Ψ0 = Cabs
akbsckd , with sa the complex null vector span-

ning the screen space orthogonal to ka . The null energy condition implies that Φ00 ≤ 0,

and we recall that the quantity H∥ =
1

E2
kakb∇anb =

1
3Θ+ σabe

aeb is the rate of expan-

sion of space in the direction of the ray of light. The fourth equation is Etherington’s

reciprocity relation [6, 100, 111] whose physical origin was earlier demonstrated by Fig.

2.5, and the final equation defines the distance modulus µ .

8.2 Plane-symmetric cosmological models

The next ingredient that we need in order to implement our formalism is a set of inhomo-

geneous cosmological models. Our intent is to average these models using the equations

from Section 8.1.1, and to calculate observables in both the averaged and un-averaged

spacetimes using the approach outlined in Section 8.1.2, which itself is based on the

theory of light propagation in curved spacetime which we introduced in Section 2.3. An

appropriate choice is provided by the family of plane-symmetric dust-filled cosmologies,

which exhibit a single preferred spacelike direction orthogonal to the planes of symmetry,

and which can exhibit arbitrary amounts of inhomogeneity along this direction.

It is important to make clear at this point that plane-symmetric spacetimes are a subset

of the locally rotationally symmetric spacetimes. In an LRS spacetime every point has

associated with it a preferred spatial direction, but these directions are not typically

aligned within a plane, with an obvious counterexample being the case of spherical

symmetry, so there are LRS models that are not plane-symmetric. However, all plane-

symmetric spacetimes are locally rotationally symmetric, because every point in each

plane of symmetry has associated with it a 1-parameter isotropy group consisting of

rotations in the plane [146].

The metric for plane-symmetric spacetimes can be written in the general form

ds2 = −e2ν(t)dt2 + e2λ(t,r)dr2 +R2(t, r)
(
dy2 + dz2

)
. (8.19)
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This general class of metrics includes the spatially-flat and negatively-curved FLRW,

degenerate Kasner, and vacuum Taub solutions as special cases. Solutions to Einstein’s

equations for the metric (8.19) can be split into two distinct classes: (i) those with

R′ = ∂R/∂r = 0 1, and (ii) those with R′ ̸= 0. Both of these classes allow for significant

inhomogeneity, but only the second will turn out to have non-zero backreaction scalars,

Bi .
The y and z coordinates in Eq. (8.19) label points in the planes of symmetry, while t

and r correspond to time and space directions orthogonal to those planes. Note that

despite the notation, the coordinate r should not be considered radial, but rather just

a parameter that labels successive homogeneous constant-r planes within a constant-t

hypersurface. The convention that it is labelled by r is a result of the study of plane-

symmetric spacetimes having been developed in analogy with pre-existing studies of

spherically symmetric spacetimes, such as the LTB cosmologies [146].

For the plane-symmetric models, a natural choice for unit vectors in the preferred timelike

and spacelike directions is na = −δ t
a and ma = exp{λ(t, r)} δ r

a . Then, the scalars

{Θ, ρ, ϕ,Σ, E} are naturally all functions of t and r only. Plane-symmetric spacetimes

are therefore very well-suited for study within our formalism, and for the remainder of

this section we will study the form that the metric functions ν(t), λ(t, r) and R(t, r)

must take, in order to provide solutions to Einstein’s equations.

8.2.1 Dust-filled solutions with R′ = 0

When R′ = 0 , one can redefine the time coordinate such that R(t) = t . The metric

functions can be expressed as [146, 415]

e2ν(t) =
t

t0
and e2λ(t,r) =

t0
t

[
c1(r)

(
t

t0

)3/2

+ c2(r)

]
, (8.20)

where c1(r) and c2(r) are arbitrary functions of r, and t0 is a constant with units of time.

By a further redefinition of the time coordinate, t −→ t0 (3t/2t0)
2/3, we can set ν = 0.

Finally, the factors of 3/2 and t0 can be absorbed into c1(r) and c2(r), to end up with

the general solution in the form

ds2 = −dt2 +

[
c1(r)

(
t

t0

)2/3

+ c2(r)

(
t

t0

)−1/3
]2

dr2 +

(
t

t0

)4/3 (
dy2 + dz2

)
. (8.21)

The line element above corresponds to the Einstein-de Sitter solution when c2 vanishes,

and the degenerate Kasner solution when c1 vanishes. The 1+1+2-covariantly defined

1We will follow the convention throughout this chapter that a prime denotes a partial derivative with
respect to the preferred spatial coordinate r .
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scalars in this case are given by

Θ =
2tc1 + t0c2
t (tc1 + t0c2)

, (8.22)

ρ =
4c1

3t (tc1 + t0c2)
,

Σ = − 2t0c2
3t (tc1 + t0c2)

,

E = − 4t0c2
9t2 (tc1 + t0c2)

,

and ϕ = 0.

Due to the plane symmetry, averages over spacelike domains reduce to ratios of one-

dimensional integrals over the specified range of the r coordinate, such that

⟨S⟩ (t) ≡
∫
D d3x

√
(3)g(t, r)S(t, r)

∫
D d3x

√
(3)g(t, r)

=

∫ rmax

rmin
dr (tc1(r) + t0c2(r)) S(t, r)∫ rmax

rmin
dr (tc1(r) + t0c2(r))

, (8.23)

for any scalar S(t, r) . Evaluating the simplified set of backreaction scalars in Section

8.1.1, one finds that for any choice of the functions c1(r), c2(r), and for any interval

(rmin, rmax), all Bi = 0 , as long as c1(r) and c2(r) are integrable.

As an example, to illustrate how this works, consider the scalar B1 =
2

3
VarΘ− 3

2
VarΣ,

for which we have

VarΘ =

∫
dr (tc1(r) + t0c2(r))

∫
dr′ (2tc1(r

′)+t0c2(r′))
2

tc1(r′)+t0c2(r′)
−
(∫

dr (2tc1(r) + t0c2(r))
)2

t2
(∫

dr (tc1(r) + t0c2(r))
)2 ,

and

VarΣ =
4

9t2

∫
dr (tc1(r) + t0c2(r))

∫
dr′ t20c2(r

′)2

tc1(r′)+t0c2(r′)
−
(∫

dr t0c2(r)
)2

(∫
dr (tc1(r) + t0c2(r))

)2 ,

where all integrals should be understood to be between rmin and rmax . This clearly

demonstrates that B1 vanishes, as long as all the integrals in the two above expressions

are well-defined. Similar calculations show that the other Bi also vanish.

This pleasing result can be understood by thinking about the averages of c1(r) and c2(r):

⟨c1,2⟩ (t) :=
∫
dr (tc1(r) + t0c2(r)) c1,2(r)∫

dr (tc1(r) + t0c2(r))
, (8.24)

where the averages pick up a time dependence due to the presence of t in the integrands.

From these, we can define an effective line element

ds2eff = −dt2 +A2(t) dr2 +B2(t)
(
dy2 + dz2

)
, (8.25)
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where

A(t) = ⟨c1⟩ (t)
(
t

t0

)2/3

+ ⟨c2⟩ (t)
(
t

t0

)−1/3

and B(t) =

(
t

t0

)2/3

. (8.26)

This means that the averaged geometry behaves precisely like a degenerate Bianchi type

I cosmology, with directionally-dependent scale factors ar(t) = A(t) and ay(t) = az(t) =

B(t) . As this is a member of the target space of solutions in our averaging formalism (i.e.

it is an LRS Bianchi spacetime), there is no backreaction. However, if one were to take

the target space for one’s averaging procedure to be FLRW, as in most approaches to

scalar averaging in cosmology, then this effective line element cannot be mapped exactly

onto that space. Hence, performing averages that map this class of spacetimes onto

an FLRW cosmology must necessarily involve some non-zero amount of backreaction.

This exemplifies the usefulness of our approach, which is designed specifically for under-

standing spacetimes with large-scale anisotropy. It also provides a way to understand

the result that the average square of the shear,
〈
σ2
〉
, need not be small [521], which

would usually be interpreted as a contribution to Buchert’s backreaction scalar B, but
in the present case would be accounted for by the emergent large-scale anisotropy. The

result in Eq. (8.26) means that we can always identify a unique homogeneous model

that describes the large-scale dynamics, as long as we are prepared for that model to be

anisotropic.

Finally, let us write down the quantities required to solve the Sachs equations (2.94) and

(2.95), plus the equation (2.87) that allows us to write our results in terms of redshifts

rather than the affine parameter along a null ray In the R′ = 0 class of plane-symmetric

spacetimes, these quantities are

H∥ =
2tc1 + t0c2

3t (tc1 + t0c2)
+

(
t
t0

)2/3
t30c2

{
−2k2r t

2 +
(
k2y + k2z

)
(tc1 + t0c2)

2
}

3k2t t
3 (tc1 + t0c2)

3 ,

Φ00 = − c1
3 (tc1 + t0c2)


 k2r t0(

t
t0

)1/3
(tc1 + t0c2)

2
+
k2t t

2 +
(
k2y + kz

)2
t20

(
t
t0

)2/3

t3


 ,

Ψ0 =

(
k2y + k2z

)
t0c2

[
k2r t

2 +

(
k2t

(
t
t0

)4/3
+
(
k2y + k2z

))
(tc1 + t0c2)

2

]

3t2
(
t
t0

)4/3
(tc1 + t0c2)

[
k2r t

2 +
(
k2y + k2z

)
(tc1 + t0c2)

2
] ,

where ka is the tangent vector to the ray of light. With these quantities calculated as

a function of affine distance along every null ray arriving at the observer, one can solve

Sachs’ optical equations directly.
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8.2.2 Dust-filled solutions with R′ ̸= 0

Let us now consider the class of plane-symmetric dust-filled cosmologies with R′ ̸= 0. In

this case, one has

Gtr =
2

R

[
R′λ̇− Ṙ′

]
!
= 0 , (8.27)

where dots denote partial derivatives with respect to t, and where we have assumed

Ttr = 0 by aligning ∂t with the flow lines of the dust. This equation is solved by

λ = lnR′ − ln f , where f ≡ f(r) is any arbitrary function of r . We can therefore write

the metric as

ds2 = −dt2 +
R′2(t, r)
f2(r)

dr2 +R2(t, r)
(
dy2 + dz2

)
, (8.28)

where we have assumed that the matter is dust and chosen the time coordinate to set

ν = 0 .

The kinematic 1+1+2-scalars are then given by

Θ =
2Ṙ

R
+
Ṙ′

R′ and Σ =
2

3

(
Ṙ′

R′ −
Ṙ

R

)
, (8.29)

while the scalars ρ and E that fully characterise the Ricci and Weyl curvature tensors

are respectively

ρ =
−2Rff ′ − f2R′ + Ṙ

(
R′Ṙ+ 2RṘ′

)

R2R′ (8.30)

E =
−Rff ′ +R′

(
f2 +RR̈− Ṙ2

)
+R

(
ṘṘ′ −RR̈′

)

3R2R′ , (8.31)

and we also have ϕ =
2f

R
. Note that in the R′ ̸= 0 class we have ϕ ̸= 0 , in contrast to

what happens in the case R′ = 0 .

Within this class, the rest of Einstein’s equations are solved completely if we write the

following constraint equation [146]:

Ṙ2 − f2(r) =
2m(r)

R(t, r)
, (8.32)

where m(r) is another arbitrary function, which can be related to the energy density of

the dust according to

ρ(t, r) =
2m′(r)

R2R′(t, r)
. (8.33)
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Eq. (8.32) is solved in parametric form by

R(t, r) =
m(r)

f2(r)
(cosh η − 1) , (8.34)

t− t0(r) =
m(r)

f3(r)
(sinh η − η) ,

where t0(r) is a third free function, which can thought of as setting the bang time at

each value of r , such that the coordinate extent of the spacetime is bounded by the

curve t = t0(r) . A choice of the three free functions f(r), m(r) and t0(r) specifies a

solution to Einstein’s equations of the form given in Eq. (8.28). These constitute two

independent functional degrees of freedom, as there remains a freedom in reparametrising

the r coordinate.

In the present case, the plane symmetry of the spacetime means that calculating the

Buchert averages reduces to computing a set of one-dimensional integrals of the form

⟨S⟩ (t) =
∫ rmax

rmin
dr R2(t, r)

∣∣∣R
′(t,r)
f(r)

∣∣∣ S(t, r)
∫ rmax

rmin
dr R2(t, r)

∣∣∣R′(t,r)
f(r)

∣∣∣
. (8.35)

Aside from a small number of special cases, the backreaction scalars are generically

non-zero for these solutions, as will be verified numerically in Sections 8.4 and 8.5.

For any set of functions f(r), m(r) and t0(r), the quantities required to solve Sachs’

optical equations in the R′ ̸= 0 class are

H∥ =
2k2rf

2R2
(
Ṙ′R−R′Ṙ

)
+R′2

{(
k2y + k2z + 2k2tR

2
)
R′Ṙ−

(
k2y + k2z − k2tR

2
)
RṘ′

}

3k2tR
3R′3

Φ00 =
1

2R4R′3

[
2k2rf

3f ′R3 +
(
k2y + k2z

)
ff ′RR′2 + f2

{(
k2y + k2z

)
R′3 − k2rR

3
(
2ṘṘ′ +RR̈′

)}

−R′2
{(
k2y + k2z

)
RṘṘ′ +R′

((
k2y + k2z

)
Ṙ2 +

(
k2y + k2z − 2k2tR

2
)
RR̈
)
− k2tR

4R̈′
}]

,

Ψ0 =

(
k2y + k2z

) (
k2rf

2R2 +
(
k2y + k2z + k2tR

2
)
R′2) [Rff ′ +R′

(
Ṙ2 −RR̈− f2

)
+R

(
RR̈′ − ṘṘ′

)]

4R4R′ [k2rf2R2 +
(
k2y + k2z

)
R′2] .

We will use these equations to create Hubble diagrams in tilted and inhomogeneous

spacetimes in Sections 8.4 and 8.5.

8.3 An R′ = 0 universe with inhomogeneity

In this section we consider Hubble diagrams constructed in plane-symmetric dust-dominated

cosmologies with R′ = 0 , in which all Bi = 0 . This means that the average evolution

of the cosmology is exactly equivalent to that of a Bianchi model, and the metric can
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Figure 8.1: Energy density profile on constant-time hypersurfaces, normalised by its
maximum value, in the R′ = 0 geometry with c1(r) = 2 cos2 qr, c2(r) = 2η sin2 qr , and
η = 1/3 . Curves correspond to t = t0 (black), t = t0/100 (red) and t = 100t0 (blue).

be written as in Eq. (8.21). In these cases, Buchert’s backreaction scalar Q, as intro-

duced in Eqs. (4.47-4.48), does not vanish [415], even though the scalars Bi from our

anisotropic formalism are all zero.

Let us construct a spacetime within this class that exhibits non-perturbative inhomo-

geneity in the matter distribution. This can be achieved by choosing the free functions

c1(r) and c2(r) to be oscillatory, such that c1(r) = 2 cos2 qr and c2(r) = 2η sin2 qr. The

energy density of the dust, as measured by comoving observers, is then

ρ(t, r) =
8 cos2 qr

3t (t+ η + (t− η) cos 2qr)
, (8.36)

where for simplicity we have normalised the time coordinate so that t0 = 1 . For t≪ η,

ρ −→ 4 tan2 qr

3tη
, so the density profile is dominated by Kasner-like vacuum at early

times, with small regions of very high density, whereas for t ≫ η , ρ −→ 4

3t2
, as the

density profile tends towards that of an homogeneous Einstein-de Sitter (EdS) universe.

These features are indicated by the red and blue curves respectively in Fig. 8.1.

Correspondingly, we have from Eq. (8.22) that the expansion, shear and electric Weyl

scalars are

Θ(t, r) =
2t+ η + (2t− η) cos 2qr

t [t+ η + (t− η) cos 2qr]
, (8.37)

Σ(t, r) =
−4η sin2 qr

3t [t+ η + (t− η) cos 2qr]
, (8.38)

E(t, r) =
−8η sin2 qr

9t2 [t+ η + (t− η) cos 2qr]
=

2

3t
Σ(t, r) . (8.39)
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From these one may reconstruct the shear tensor as σab = Σ(3mamb − nanb − gab) /2 ,

and the electric part of the Weyl tensor as Eab = E (3mamb − nanb − gab) /2 . The

expansion scalar Θ behaves in a similar fashion to the plots of ρ in Fig. 8.1, while the

scalars E and Σ have the opposite behaviour. At early (vacuum-dominated) times E
and Σ are mostly large and non-zero (as in Kasner), whereas at late (matter-dominated)

times they are mostly zero (as in EdS), except for spikes in the vacuum regions.

8.3.1 Ray tracing

We solve the geodesic equations (8.11) for a large number of observing directions θc, and

observer positions robs , for observers at time t = t0. Because of the plane symmetry of

the spacetime, the initial coordinates y0 and z0 are irrelevant, as is the azimuthal angle

ϕc on the observer’s celestial sphere (we choose ϕc = 5π/4 , for the sake of numerical

simplicity). Moreover, the symmetry of the sinusoidal metric profile means that one only

need consider θc in the range [0, π/2] . We can then numerically integrate the geodesic

and Sachs equations. The free parameters in the metric are set to η = 1/3 and q = 100 .

We normalise the time coordinate so that the observing time tobs = t0 is equal to 1, and

consider 100 observers at even r-coordinate spacings between r = 0 and r = π/q . The

angular range is split up into discrete intervals of ∆ θc = π/200 .

Some key results of carrying out the ray tracing are shown in Fig. 8.2. In these plots,

we have considered an observer at time t0 who is placed at a point robs = π/2q, which

corresponds to the centre of an underdensity, i.e. ρ(t0, robs) = 0 . For each initial

direction θc, we can first calculate the redshift z as a function of the affine parameter

in the geodesic equation (8.11). For small θc (e.g. the red and blue curves in the

top left plot of Fig. 8.2), the bumpy nature of the function z(λ) indicates the strong

oscillatory inhomogeneities in the metric as light rays propagate in that direction. For

those directions, the function z(λ) is not monotonically increasing. When a future-

directed null ray passes through the vacuum-dominated regions, it can gain energy as it

moves forward in time (and vice versa for past-directed null rays), if it is directed along or

close to the spatially contracting symmetry axis of the rotationally symmetric Kasner-

like geometry. For large θc (e.g. the black and pink curves), z(λ) is much smoother,

because those observers are looking in directions along which the spacetime is much

closer to homogeneous.

With z(λ) obtained, one can then calculate any quantity as a function of the observable

redshift, rather than the non-observable λ. In the top right plot of Fig. 8.2 we show

the expansion rate H∥ parallel to the corresponding null geodesic, as a function of the

redshift along that curve. As the light ray passes through the underdense regions, the

functionH∥ dips and can become negative if the effect of the inhomogeneity is sufficiently

strong, as can happen for small θc .
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Figure 2. Top left panel: photon redshift z as a function of affine parameter λ, for observing angles
θc = 0 (red), π/8 (blue), π/4 (black) and π/2 (magenta) in the R′ = 0 geometry. Top right: line-of-
sight Hubble parameter H∥ = Θ/3 + σabe

aeb (normalised by its monopole H0 at z = 0). Bottom left
and right: Ricci and Weyl lensing scalars Φ00 = −1/2Rabk

akb and Ψ0 = Cabcds
akbsckd as functions

of redshift for the same observer (both made dimensionless by normalising with respect to H2
0 ).

With z(λ) obtained, one can then calculate any quantity as a function of the observable
redshift, rather than the non-observable λ. In Fig. ?? we show the expansion rate H∥ parallel
to the corresponding null geodesic, as a function of the redshift along that curve. As the light
ray passes through the underdense regions, the function H∥ dips and can become negative if
the effect of the inhomogeneity is sufficiently strong, as can happen for small θc. The loops
in the H∥ curve for θc = 0 reflect the non-monotonicity of z(λ), wherein a past-directed null
ray moving from an overdense to an underdense region initially has H∥ decreasing but dz/dλ
remaining positive. This produces the leading, right-hand side of each loop. Then as the light
ray is moving towards the centre of the underdensity, dz/dλ becomes negative as H∥ crosses
zero, as per Eq. (3.6). After the null ray passes the centre of the underdensity, H∥ begins
to increase again. Finally H∥ passes back through zero, and therefore the redshift begins to
increase again. For null rays travelling in directions where H∥ is always positive, these loops
do not exist. Moreover, as seen in the pink curve in Fig. ??, for θc = π/2 the geometry that
the ray moves through appears spatially homogeneous, and H∥ increases monotonically.

Because we are displaying the results for observers situated within a vacuum region,

the expansion rate H
∥
0 at redshift zero is large and negative for θc = 0, with |H∥

0 | similar
to the magnitude of the all-sky average of H0. The expansion rate of space along the line
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Figure 8.2: Top left panel: photon redshift z as a function of affine parameter λ,
for observing angles θc = 0 (red), π/8 (blue), π/4 (black) and π/2 (magenta) in the
R′ = 0 geometry. Top right: line-of-sight Hubble parameter H∥ = Θ/3 + σabe

aeb

(normalised by its monopole H0 at z = 0). Bottom left and right: Ricci and Weyl
lensing scalars Φ00 = −Rabk

akb/2 and Ψ0 = Cabcds
akbsckd as functions of redshift for

the same observer (both made dimensionless by normalising with respect to H2
0 ).

The loops in the H∥ curve for θc = 0 reflect the non-monotonicity of z(λ), wherein a

past-directed null ray moving from an overdense to an underdense region initially has

H∥ decreasing but
dz

dλ
remaining positive. This produces the leading, right-hand side of

each loop. Then as the light ray is moving towards the centre of the underdensity,
dz

dλ
becomes negative as H∥ crosses zero, as per Eq. (8.16). After the null ray passes the

centre of the underdensity, H∥ begins to increase once more. Finally H∥ passes back

through zero, and therefore the redshift begins to increase again. For null rays travelling

in directions where H∥ is always positive, these loops do not exist. Moreover, as seen in

the pink curve, for θc = π/2 the geometry that the ray moves through appears spatially

homogeneous, and H∥ increases monotonically.

Because we are displaying the results for observers situated within a vacuum-dominated

region, the expansion rate H
∥
0 at redshift zero is large and negative for θc = 0, with |H∥

0 |
similar to the magnitude of the all-sky average of H0. The expansion rate of space along

the line of sight then monotonically increases as a function of θc, to over twice the all-sky

average at θc = π/2 . This is indicative of the very strong anisotropy in the spacetime.

One sees a similar set of effects for the Ricci and Weyl curvature terms Φ00 and Ψ0, in

the bottom left and bottom right plots of Fig. 8.2 respectively. The scalar Ψ0 is small
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in matter-dominated regions, where the EdS-like dynamics dominate, and rises sharply

in the Kasner-like underdensities. For null rays with θc near π/2, Ψ0 increases monoton-

ically, and Ψ0 ≫ |Φ00| at all redshifts. The first of these facts is explained, like for the

H∥ curve in the top right plot of this figure, by the apparent homogeneity along that line

of sight. For the latter fact, we recall that Φ00 = −Rabkakb/2 = −Tabkakb/2. Therefore,
for a light ray that always resides in regions of zero (or very low) matter density, the

energy-momentum tensor remains zero (or near zero), and so the spacetime curvature is

dominated instead by the free gravitational field encoded in the Weyl curvature.

For null rays with θc = 0, Φ00 is large (and negative, as it must be due to the null energy

condition) at most points where the density is sufficiently large that the dynamics are

EdS-like, and then drops sharply to zero in vacuum/near-vacuum regions. Note, however,

that the Weyl scalar Ψ0 remains zero throughout, because a null congruence that travels

directly along the rotational symmetry axis of the spacetime cannot be sheared (it is a

principal null direction). The loops in Φ00(z) have the same origin as those in H(z) .

They are also just about visible in the blue curve (θc = π/8) in the bottom right plot.

For θc = π/8 , the Weyl term is non-zero, but is strongly suppressed relative to the Ricci

curvature.

With past-directed solutions to the geodesic equation (8.11) known, we can now solve

the Sachs equations (8.14) and (8.15) to obtain the angular diameter distance dA(z) , and

hence the luminosity distance, along individual lines of sight. This will be done for each

possible θc, at multiple observer locations robs on the t = t0 constant-time hypersurface.

8.3.2 Hubble diagrams

A typical approach used in cosmology is to consider the Hubble diagrams that would

result in some average cosmology, which is expected to reproduce the large-scale prop-

erties of the Universe. This process is left somewhat implicit in the standard FLRW

framework, but is done explicitly in the case of the Buchert averaging procedure. In

doing this, one obtains a “Hubble diagram of the average”. As we are currently dealing

with an R′ = 0 metric, it follows that for any choice of averaging domain the backre-

action scalars will vanish, and the large-scale model is obtained by simply replacing the

sinusoidal functions c1(r) and c2(r) by their average values. In the present case, the

average model is therefore described by a Bianchi type I metric (4.28), with scale factors

A(t) =

(
t

t0

)2/3

+ η

(
t

t0

)−1/3

and B(t) =

(
t

t0

)2/3

. We can now perform ray tracing in

that averaged model universe, and compare the results to those of the inhomogeneous

model that existed before averaging. The averaged model in this case is homogeneous

but anisotropic, meaning that the spatial location of the observer is irrelevant, but that

we still expect angular variation in the Hubble diagram.
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Figure 3. Left: luminosity distance dL at a given redshift as a function of observing angle θc, relative
to the monopole, for an observer at the centre of an underdensity in the R′ = 0 geometry (as per Eq.
4.3, with c1(r) = 2 cos2 qr and c2(r) = 2η sin2 qr , where η = 1/3). The curves are for z = 0.1 (red),
z = 0.2 (blue), and z = 0.3 (brown). The solid lines are obtained by performing ray tracing in the
inhomogeneous space-time, and the dashed lines come from ray-tracing in the averaged model. Right:
difference between distance modulus µ obtained by from ray-tracing in the inhomogeneous space-time
and averaged model, as a function of θc. Curves are as given in the left-hand plot.

within the function, arising from the cos2 qr and sin2 qr terms in the metric. That pattern is
itself contained in a quadrupole envelope, which, rather than coming from any oscillations,
is due to the overall discrepancy between the expansion rates in the r coordinate direction
and each of the y and z directions, producing a shear σab which is naturally quadrupolar and

affects the Hubble diagram through e.g. the line-of-sight Hubble parameter H
∥
0 at O(z) , the

line-of-sight deceleration parameter q
∥
0 at O(z2) , and so on. Thus, the envelope is a signature

of the global anisotropy that arises due to the presence of Kasner-like regions, which are
contracting along θc = 0 and therefore reducing redshifts for a given luminosity distance in
that direction. Therefore, to reach the target redshift requires the past-directed null geodesic
to travel further, meaning that dL exceeds the all-sky average (i.e. the monopole). Conversely,
observing at θc = π/2 means that one sees the lowest possible dL for that redshift, as there
is only EdS-like expansion along that line of sight. The averaged Bianchi-I model captures
something of the quadrupolar envelope, which in that context can be interpreted entirely
in terms of the shear anisotropy σab of the Bianchi I spacetime, but loses all information
about any higher-order multipoles (i.e. multipoles with l ≥ 2). For observers residing
in underdense, roughly Kasner-like, regions, dL is over-estimated at the axes and under-
estimated in between, because the local geometry is less isotropic than the average. The
extent of the average model’s success (or lack thereof) in predicting the Hubble diagrams of
an individual observer is displayed in Fig. 3b, wherein we see that the angular variation of
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Figure 8.3: Left: luminosity distance dL at a given redshift as a function of observing
angle θc, relative to the monopole, for an observer at the centre of an underdensity in
the R′ = 0 geometry (as per Eq. (8.21), with c1(r) = 2 cos2 qr and c2(r) = 2η sin2 qr ,
where η = 1/3 ). The curves are for z = 0.1 (red), z = 0.2 (blue), and z = 0.3 (brown).
The solid lines are obtained by performing ray tracing in the inhomogeneous spacetime,
and the dashed lines come from ray-tracing in the averaged models. Right: difference
between distance modulus µ obtained by from ray-tracing in the inhomogeneous space-
time and averaged model, as a function of θc. Colours are as given in the left-hand plot.

By integrating the Sachs equations using the averaged Bianchi I metric, we finally cal-

culate dmodel
L (z) in different directions on the observer’s sky. This will let us determine

how accurately that homogeneous averaged model fits the distance-redshift relation for

observers in the actual inhomogeneous spacetime.

First, we consider the angular variation of dL, at a constant specified redshift. Such a

variation is entirely absent in an isotropic universe, but is non-trivial, and dependent on

the observer location, in an inhomogeneous spacetime. Our results are shown in the left-

hand plot of Fig. 8.3. The function dL(θc) is rather complicated in the inhomogeneous

spacetime, as each light ray will have passed through a continually oscillating geometry,

leading to an oscillatory pattern within the function, arising from the cos2 qr and sin2 qr

terms in the metric. That pattern is itself contained in a quadrupolar envelope, which,

rather than coming from any oscillations, is due to the overall discrepancy between the

expansion rates in the r coordinate direction and each of the y and z directions, producing

a shear σab which is naturally quadrupolar and affects the Hubble diagram through e.g.

the line-of-sight Hubble parameter H
∥
0 at O(z) , the line-of-sight deceleration parameter

q
∥
0 at O(z2) , and so on. Thus, the envelope is a signature of the global anisotropy that

arises due to the presence of Kasner-like regions, which are contracting along θc = 0 and

therefore reducing redshifts for a given luminosity distance in that direction. Therefore,
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a variation is entirely absent in an isotropic universe, but is non-trivial, and dependent on
the observer location, in an inhomogeneous space-time. Our results are shown in Fig. 3a.
The function dL(θc) is rather complicated in the inhomogeneous space-time, as each light ray
will have passed through a continually oscillating geometry, leading to an oscillatory pattern
within the function, which is itself contained in a quadrupolar envelope. This is a signature
of the global anisotropy that arises due to the presence of Kasner-like regions, which are
contracting along θc = 0 and therefore reducing redshifts for a given luminosity distance in
that direction. Therefore, to reach the target redshift requires the past-directed null geodesic
to travel further, meaning that dL exceeds the all-sky average (i.e. the monopole). Conversely,
observing at θc = π/2 means that one sees the lowest possible dL for that redshift, as there
is only EdS-like expansion along that line of sight. The averaged Bianchi-I model captures
something of the quadrupolar envelope, which in that context can be interpreted in terms
of the shear anisotropy σab, but loses all information about any higher-order multipoles (i.e.
multipoles with l ≥ 2). For observers residing in underdense, roughly Kasner-like, regions,
dL is over-estimated at the axes and under-estimated in between, because the local geometry
is less isotropic than the average. The extent of the average model’s success (or lack thereof)
in predicting the Hubble diagrams of an individual observer is displayed in Fig. 3b, wherein
we see that the angular variation of µ− µmodel is roughly maintained as z increases.

Fig. 4a shows the performance of the averaged homogeneous model as a function of
redshift, for the same observer. The magnitude difference can be very large at low redshifts,
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Figure 4. Left: difference in distance modulus from the averaged model, µ − µmodel, as a function
of redshift, shown for an observer at the centre of an underdense region in the R′ = 0 geometry. The
curves are for θc = 0 (red), θc = π/8 (blue), θc = π/4 (black), and θc = π/2 (magenta). Right: An
illustration of the ray tracing procedure used to calculate the sky map of dL(z) for each observer.
Past-directed null geodesics emanating from the observer are distinguished by their value of θc, as in
the left-hand plot. The space-like vector ma is indicated as being normal to the planes of symmetry
Psymm , which here are in the horizontal plane.
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Figure 8.4: Difference in distance modulus from the averaged model, µ−µmodel , as a
function of redshift, shown for an observer at the centre of an underdense region in the
R′ = 0 geometry. The curves are for θc = 0 (red), θc = π/8 (blue), θc = π/4 (black),

and θc = π/2 (magenta).

to reach the target redshift requires the past-directed null geodesic to travel “further”,

meaning that dL exceeds the all-sky average (i.e. the monopole).

Conversely, observing at θc = π/2 means that one sees the lowest possible dL for that

redshift, as there is only EdS-like expansion along that line of sight. The averaged

Bianchi I model captures something of the quadrupolar envelope, which in that context

can be interpreted in terms of the shear anisotropy σab, but loses all information about

any higher-order multipoles (with l ≥ 2).

For observers residing in underdense, roughly Kasner-like, regions, dL is overestimated at

the axes and underestimated in between, because the local geometry is less isotropic than

the average. The extent of the average model’s success (or lack thereof) in predicting

the Hubble diagrams of an individual observer is displayed in the right plot of Fig.

8.3, wherein we see that the angular variation of µ − µmodel is roughly maintained as z

increases.

Fig. 8.4 shows the performance of the averaged homogeneous model as a function of red-

shift, for the same observer. The magnitude difference can be very large at low redshifts,

as one expects: on very small scales, and in the presence of very large inhomogeneities,

observations in one’s immediate vicinity do not produce an accurate Hubble diagram of

the universe at large. However, as null congruences travel through many cycles of the
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Figure 8.5: An illustration of the ray tracing procedure used to calculate the sky map
of dL(z) for each observer. Past-directed null geodesics emanating from the observer
are distinguished by their value of θc . The spacelike vector ma is indicated as being

normal to the planes of symmetry Psymm , which here are in the horizontal plane.

oscillatory geometry, dL becomes much closer to the average. This is seen most clearly

in the red curve, where observing along the axis of inhomogeneity θc = 0 means that the

light ray ultimately samples equal numbers of overdensities and underdensities. It there-

fore converges, with an oscillatory pattern, towards the homogeneous model obtained

through our averaging procedure, as it corresponds to one of the axes of the quadrupole

in dL for that model.

Similarly, for the pink curve, which corresponds to θc = π/2, the quadrupolar nature of

the average model means that dL is accurately reproduced, as also shown by the return

of µ−µmodel to zero as a function of θc in the right plot of Fig. 8.3. For observing angles

θc that are off the quadrupole axes, the curve µ(z)−µmodel(z) does not always converge

back to zero, but to a constant offset value. This is to be expected for single observers,

as they cannot be said to be measuring a fair sample of the universe in all directions.

While any averaged model could not be expected to reproduce the Hubble diagrams

of every individual observer, we might expect it to produce a good representation of

the average Hubble diagram that would be obtained by combining, and subsequently

averaging, the results from many different observers. To investigate this possibility,

we pick an observing direction, θc, and consider the dL(z) from 100 different observers

across an averaging domain, separated from one another by equal intervals of their r
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Figure 5. µ − µmodel for a given line of sight θc, as a function of observer location within a single
averaging domain in the R′ = 0 geometry. The left and right edges of the plot correspond to overdense
regions, whereas the middle corresponds to an underdensity. The curves are for z = 0.1 (red), z = 0.2
(blue), and z = 0.3 (brown).

redshift, for the same observer. The magnitude difference can be very large at low redshifts,
as one expects: on very small scales, and in the presence of very large inhomogeneities,
observations in one’s immediate vicinity do not produce an accurate Hubble diagram of the
universe at large. However, as null congruences travel through many cycles of the oscillatory
geometry, dL becomes much closer to the average. This is seen most clearly in the red
curve, where observing along the axis of inhomogeneity θc = 0 means that the light ray
ultimately samples equal numbers of overdensities and underdensities. It therefore converges,
with an oscillatory pattern, towards the homogeneous model obtained through our averaging
procedure, as it corresponds to one of the axes of the quadrupole in dL for that model.
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Figure 8.6: µ − µmodel for a given line of sight θc, as a function of observer location
within a single averaging domain in the R′ = 0 geometry. The left and right edges
of the plot correspond to overdense regions, whereas the middle corresponds to an
underdensity. The curves are for z = 0.1 (red), z = 0.2 (blue), and z = 0.3 (brown).

coordinate2 robs. They each view in that direction θc on their local celestial sphere, as

envisaged in Fig. 8.5. Comparing their measurements gives rise to a situation as in Fig.

8.6, where we consider the difference µ − µmodel for a given θc and z , as a function of

the observer’s location within the averaging domain.

By choosing a large range of redshift intervals, we can then calculate the inferred dL(z)

for each point in the discretised parameter space spanned by (robs, θc), and finally av-

erage this over robs to obtain the mean and variance of dL(z) for all possible observing

directions. The averaged distance modulus ⟨µ⟩ that results is displayed in Fig. 8.7,

2As the spacetime geometry is curved, it is not possible to define the “distance” between different
points in a spacelike hypersurface covariantly, and so we restrict ourselves to referring to the coordinate
interval between such observers, rather than a physical distance.
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Similarly, for the pink curve, which corresponds to θc = π/2, the quadrupolar nature of
the average model means that dL is accurately reproduced, as also shown by the return of
µ − µmodel to zero as a function of θc in Fig. 3b. For observing angles θc that are off the
quadrupole axes, the curve µ(z)− µmodel(z) does not always converge back to zero, but to a
constant offset value. This is to be expected for single observers, as they cannot be said to
be measuring a fair sample of the universe in all directions.

While any averaged model could not be expected to reproduce the Hubble diagrams

0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

redshift

〈μ
〉-

μ
m
od
el

θc = 0

0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

redshift

〈μ
〉-

μ
m
od
el

θc =
π

8

0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

redshift

〈μ
〉-

μ
m
od
el

θc =
π

4

0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
-0.06

-0.04

-0.02

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

redshift

〈μ
〉-

μ
m
od
el

θc =
π

2

Figure 6. Averaged distance moduli, ⟨µ⟩ − µmodel, as a function of redshift, in the geometry with
R′ = 0. These averages are obtained from the mean of 100 observers evenly spaced throughout the
averaging domain. The shaded red regions indicate the 1σ confidence intervals. Results are displayed
for sets of observers all viewing in the directions θc = {0, π/8, π/4, π/2}.
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Figure 8.7: Averaged distance moduli, ⟨µ⟩ − µmodel , as a function of redshift, in the
geometry with R′ = 0 . These averages are obtained from the mean of 100 observers,
at evenly distributed r coordinate intervals throughout the averaging domain. The
shaded red regions indicate the 1σ confidence intervals. Results are displayed for sets

of observers all viewing in the directions θc = {0, π/8, π/4, π/2}.

where we have calculated ⟨µ⟩ − µmodel for a variety of directions in the redshift range

z ∈ [0, 0.30) . Although at low redshift the homogeneous large-scale averaged model

describes the distance modulus poorly, the curve ⟨µ⟩ (z) rapidly converges to µmodel(z).

This convergence is particularly strong for a collection of observers viewing along the

axis of symmetry, θc = 0, but even for the collection of observers who are off-axis the

average distance modulus can be seen to settle down to have only a small offset from

the averaged model (comfortably within one standard deviation). This result reflects

the capacity of our formalism to account for large-scale anisotropy.
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Figure 8.8: Energy density profile on constant-time surfaces of the Farnsworth cos-
mologies, normalised by its value at r = α−1. The curves shows ρ(r) at the observing
time t = tobs (black), t = tobs/3 (red), and t = 3tobs (blue). Parameter values are

{α, k,W,C, tobs} = {1, 5, 125, 2, 40} .

8.4 An R′ ̸= 0 universe with tilt

While the backreaction scalars, Bi, vanish in the R′ = 0 cosmologies, the situation with

R′ ̸= 0 cosmologies is more complicated. For example, the presence of a non-zero R′

means that the dust that sources the spacetime curvature does not need to be moving

along integral curves of na. This is true even if the spacetime is homogeneous, and

constitutes the tilted class of anisotropic cosmological models [68]. As in Chapter 7,

we wish to study this possibility using the anisotropic cosmologies found by Farnsworth

[503].

We recall that Farnsworth’s cosmologies are exact homogeneous solutions of Einstein’s

equations of Bianchi type V. They are locally rotationally symmetric, but tilted. We will

describe them in slightly different terms to Section 7.3, because we wish to make their

origin within the plane-symmetric class of cosmological models explicit. In terms of the

metric functions from Eqs. (8.28) and (8.34), the Farnsworth solutions are given as

m(r) =
Wk3

2
e−3αr , f(r) = k e−αr , and t0(r) = −C r , (8.40)

where W , k α and C are the same constants that we defined in Section 7.3.

We remind the reader that the tilted nature of the spacetime means that a set of observers

comoving with the matter flow should measure global inhomogeneity in the hypersurface

that is spanned by their rest spaces, so the “homogeneous” cosmological model that

they would construct by averaging over domains of those hypersurfaces would appear
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Figure 8.9: All non-vanishing backreaction scalars (that appear in evolution equa-
tions) in constant-time hypersurfaces of the Farnsworth geometry (8.40). The scalars
Bi have all been made dimensionless, by normalising them with respect to the largest
term from the equation in which they appear. This plot is very closely related to Fig.

7.8.

to exhibit backreaction. For the exposition in this section, the key consequence of that

fact is that the Hubble diagram they would infer within that model may well be a

poor fit to observations of distance measures 3. Fig. 8.8 shows explicitly that observers

comoving with the dust would have orthogonal rest spaces that are inhomogeneous,

provided C ̸= 0 . This effect is entirely due to the tilt.

We now wish to carry out numerical integrations for rays of light in this spacetime, for

which we make the following choices for parameter values: α = 1 for the characteristic

inverse length scale, and k = 5, W = 125 and C = 2 for the curvature, density, and tilt

parameters, respectively (exactly as in Section 7.3).

Because of the nature of the apparent inhomogeneity induced by the tilt, the rest spaces

of the observers in this case are not statistically homogeneous. This means that there is

no natural homogeneity scale that can be used to define our averaging domain, D. We

therefore choose to average between {rmin, rmax} =
{
α−1, 3α−1

}
, which in the absence

of an homogeneity scale is made purely out of computational convenience. Note that

this a different choice to what was made in Section 7.3, although the conclusions are

qualitatively unchanged. We find once again that backreaction scalars in this case can

be non-zero, with relative sizes of up to 10% (as shown in Fig. 8.9), though they decay

at late times.

3The exception to this is the special case C = 0, in which case the solution (8.40) is just an FLRW
geometry with negative spatial curvature.
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Figure 8.10: Top-left: redshift as a function of affine distance λ in the Farnsworth
cosmology, for observing angles θc = 0 (red), π/8 (blue), π/4 (black) and π/2 (magenta).
Top-right: line-of-sight Hubble parameter H∥ as a function of redshift. Bottom-left and
right: Ricci and Weyl lensing scalars Φ00 and Ψ0, for the same observing directions.

8.4.1 Ray tracing

We now calculate the paths of null geodesics arriving at observers on a constant-time

hypersurface, by repeatedly solving the geodesic equation in this spacetime. Once again,

the plane symmetry of the spacetime restricts the initial conditions we need to vary

to robs and θc. Although the spacetime has homogeneous surfaces, these are not the

constant-time surfaces of observers comoving with the dust, and so we would expect

different observers on any given t = tobs hypersurface to construct different Hubble

diagrams, even if they observe in the same direction, as they will not exist on the same

hypersurface of homogeneity. By contrast, if we picked observers at different tobs, but the

same value of the combination tobs+Crobs, they would all be on the same homogeneous

hypersurface, and would therefore construct identical Hubble diagrams.

We consider 100 different observers at regular r coordinate separations throughout our

averaging domain, on a hypersurface of constant time, t = tobs = 10 . In Fig. 8.10 we

show results for an observer located at robs = 2.5/α . As expected, there are no bumps

in the functions z(λ), H∥(z), Φ00(z) and Ψ0(z) . The effect of the Weyl curvature on

the light ray’s propagation, given by Ψ0, is in all directions substantially smaller than

the effect of Ricci curvature, Φ00. This is indicative of the late-time isotropisation of the

Farnsworth metric, wherein it tends towards an (open) FLRW universe, which has no

Weyl curvature.
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Figure 9. Left: µ − µmodel as a function of θc, for at observer at robs = 2.5/α in the Farnsworth
cosmology. Curves are for redshifts 0.1 (red), 0.2 (blue) and 0.3 (brown). The solid lines are obtained
by performing ray tracing in the tilted space-time, while the dashed lines come from ray tracing in
the averaged LRS Bianchi type-V model. Right: µ − µmodel as function of redshift, for the observer
at r = 2.5/α considered in the last set of plots. Curves are for observing angles θc = 0 (red), π/8
(blue), π/4 (black) and π/2 (magenta). Again, µmodel refers to a Bianchi type-V model.

rest spaces of the observers in this case are not statistically homogeneous. This means that
there is no natural homogeneity scale that can be used to define our averaging domain, D.
We therefore choose to average between {rmin, rmax} =

{
α−1, 3α−1

}
, which in the absence

of an homogeneity scale is made purely out of computational convenience. We find that
back-reaction scalars in this case can be non-zero, with relative sizes of up to 10% , though
they decay at late times (as shown in Fig. 7b).

6.1 Ray tracing

We now calculate the paths of null geodesics arriving at observers on a constant-time hy-
persurface, by repeatedly solving the geodesic equation in this space-time. Once again, the
plane symmetry of the space-time restricts the initial conditions we need to vary to robs
and θc. We note that although the space-time has homogeneous surfaces, these are not the
constant-time surfaces of observers comoving with the dust, and so we would expect different
observers on any given t = tobs hypersurface to construct different Hubble diagrams, even
if they observe in the same direction, as they will not exist on the same hypersurface of
homogeneity. By contrast, if we picked observers at different tobs, but the same value of the
combination tobs + Crobs, they would all be on the same homogeneous hypersurface, and
would therefore construct identical Hubble diagrams.

We consider 100 different observers evenly spaced throughout our averaging domain, on
a hypersurface of constant time, t = tobs = 10 . In Fig. 8 we show results for an observer
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Figure 8.11: Left: µ−µmodel as a function of θc, for at observer at robs = 2.5/α in the
Farnsworth cosmology. Curves are for redshifts 0.1 (red), 0.2 (blue) and 0.3 (brown).
The solid lines are obtained by performing ray tracing in the tilted spacetime, while the
dashed lines come from ray tracing in the averaged LRS Bianchi type V model. Right:
µ − µmodel as function of redshift, for the observer at r = 2.5/α considered in the last
set of plots. Curves are for observing angles θc = 0 (red), π/8 (blue), π/4 (black) and

π/2 (magenta). Again, µmodel refers to a Bianchi type V model.

8.4.2 Hubble diagrams

The Farnsworth cosmologies are of Bianchi type V, with homogeneous surfaces tilted

by a 3-velocity Cf(r)/R′(t, r) with respect to the matter-comoving surfaces of constant

time. It therefore seems natural to map the averages calculated on t = cst. surfaces to

the associated quantities in Bianchi type V cosmologies. We now show the key results of

that comparison. The angular variation of µ at specified redshift shells, compared to this

averaged Bianchi type V cosmology, is shown in the left plot of Fig. 8.11, where it can

be seen that the difference between the curves increases with redshift at all angles. This

suggests that the model will fail to capture the correct Hubble diagram at intermediate

and high redshifts, as verified in the right plot of Fig. 8.11. The result here is in contrast

to the case studied in Section 8.3, and we interpret it as being due to the lack of a

homogeneity scale in the tilted hypersurfaces.

As expected, averaging over a large ensemble of observers does not alleviate the discrep-

ancy, as displayed in Fig. 8.12. Not only does ⟨µ⟩ − µmodel not return to zero, but the

standard deviation remains large in all cases. This indicates, in addition to the lack of

homogeneity scale making the averaged Bianchi model perform poorly, that averaging

in the constant-t surfaces may not be a sensible procedure in the first place, because

the tilt gives rise to a type of global inhomogeneity. Hence, imposing an homogeneous
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Figure 10. The ensemble mean of µ over 100 observers evenly spaced throughout the averaging
domain in the Farnsworth geometry, compared to µmodel obtained by mapping the scalar averages
from that domain onto an LRS Bianchi type-V model, for θc = 0 (left) and π/4 (right).

located at robs = 2.5/α. As expected, there are no bumps in the functions z(λ), H∥(z),
Φ00(z) and Ψ0(z), which in this case is entirely real. The effect of the Weyl curvature on the
light ray’s propagation, given by Ψ0, is in all directions substantially smaller than the effect
of Ricci curvature, Φ00. This is indicative of the late-time isotropisation of the Farnsworth
metric, wherein it tends towards an FLRW universe with negative spatial curvature (and
therefore no Weyl curvature).

6.2 Hubble diagrams

The Farnsworth cosmologies are of Bianchi type-V , with homogeneous surfaces tilted by a
3-velocity Cf(r)/R′(t, r) with respect to the matter-comoving surfaces of constant time. It
therefore seems natural to map the averages from the t = cst. surfaces to Bianchi type-
V cosmologies. The angular variation of µ at specified redshift shells, compared to this
averaged Bianchi type-V cosmology, is shown in Fig. 9a, where it can be seen that the
difference between the curves increases with redshift at all angles. This suggests that the
model will fail to capture the correct Hubble diagram at intermediate and high redshifts, as
verified in Fig. 9b. This is in contrast to the case studied in Section 5, and we interpret it
as being due to the lack of a homogeneity scale in the tilted hypersurfaces.

As expected, averaging over a large ensemble of observers does not alleviate the dis-
crepancy, as displayed in Fig. 10. Not only does ⟨µ⟩ − µmodel not return to zero, but the
standard deviation remains large in all cases. This indicates that not only does the lack of
homogeneity scale make the averaged Bianchi model perform poorly, but also that averaging
in the constant-t surfaces may not be a sensible procedure in the first place. This is because
the tilt gives rise to a type of global inhomogeneity, meaning that imposing an homogeneous
model gives rise to a Hubble diagram that bears no relation to one that observers in the
space-time would record.
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Figure 8.12: The ensemble mean of µ over 100 observers evenly spaced throughout
the averaging domain in the Farnsworth geometry, compared to µmodel obtained by
mapping the scalar averages from that domain onto an LRS Bianchi type V model, for

θc = 0 (left) and π/4 (right).

model gives rise to a Hubble diagram that bears no relation to one that observers in the

spacetime would record.

8.5 An R′ ̸= 0 universe with inhomogeneity

Finally, let us consider an inhomogeneous plane-symmetric universe with R′ ̸= 0 . In this

case the backreaction scalars are not a priori restricted to be zero. An homogeneous,

tilt-free solution to the plane-symmetric metric with R′ ̸= 0 is provided by the metric

functions in Eqs. (8.28) and (8.34) taking the form f(r) = kr, m(r) = Af3(r) and

t0(r) = 0, for some positive constants k and A. To introduce inhomogeneity, we can

therefore simply modify these functions, such that

m(r) = Ak3 r3 , f(r) = k
(
r − b sin2 qr

)
, and t0(r) = 0 , (8.41)

where b and q are free parameters controlling the amplitude and frequency of oscillations

in the inhomogeneities.

The 1+1+2-scalars, evaluated at the observing time tobs = 40, are displayed in Fig. 8.13

for this case, where we have chosen k = 5, A = 1, and q = 5 . We have separated the

scalars out into the set {ρ,Θ, ϕ} which are non-vanishing in the isotropic limit, and the

pair {Σ, E} which are intrinsically anisotropic in nature.

Importantly, we restrict the amplitude b of the oscillatory part of f(r) , so that the

matter density undergoes fluctuations of order unity, but is always non-negative. We
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7 An R′ ̸= 0 Universe with Inhomogeneity

Finally, let us consider an inhomogeneous plane-symmetric universe with R′ ̸= 0. In this case
the back-reaction scalars are not a priori restricted to be zero. An homogeneous, tilt-free
solution to the plane-symmetric metric with R′ ̸= 0 is provided by the metric functions in
Eqs. (4.10) and (4.16) taking the form f(r) = kr, m(r) = Af3(r) and t0(r) = 0, for some
positive constants k and A. To introduce inhomogeneity, we can therefore simply modify
these functions, such that

m(r) = Ak3 r3 , f(r) = k
(
r − b sin2 qr

)
, and t0(r) = 0 , (7.1)

where b and q are free parameters controlling the amplitude and frequency of oscillations
in the inhomogeneities. The 1+1+2-scalars, evaluated at the observing time tobs = 40, are
displayed in Fig. 11 for this case, where we have chosen k = 5, A = 1, and q = 5.

Importantly, we restrict the amplitude b so that the matter density undergoes fluctu-
ations of order unity, but is always non-negative. We find that b = 0.1 produces a density
that is never less than 30%, or more than 180% , of its average value at t = tobs. This means
that the model never reaches perfect matter-domination nor vacuum-domination (unlike in
the R′ = 0 case from Section 5), but that the density variations are still large. We then
calculate the full set of scalar averages Bi. By inspection of Fig. 11, one sees that ∆r = π/q
defines the statistical homogeneity scale, meaning that one may choose any such oscillation
cycle as constituting the extent of r-coordinate in a well-motivated averaging domain (the y
and z coordinates again being irrelevant, due to the plane symmetry of the space-time). We
choose rmin = 9π/q , so rmax = 10π/q , and show our results in Fig. 12.
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Figure 11. Left panel: matter density ρ, isotropic expansion Θ, and space-like expansion ϕ, at the
observing time tobs , as a function of the r coordinate in the R′ ̸= 0 models. Right panel: shear Σ and
electric Weyl curvature E , also at tobs. All quantities are normalised by their averages, which have
been calculated over the domain [rmin, rmax) .
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Figure 8.13: Left panel: matter density ρ , isotropic expansion Θ , and spacelike
expansion ϕ , at the observing time tobs , displayed as a function of the r coordinate in
the R′ ̸= 0 models. Right panel: shear Σ and electric Weyl curvature E , also evaluated
at tobs . All quantities are normalised by their Buchert averages, which have been

calculated over the domain [rmin, rmax) .

find that b = 0.1 produces a density that is never less than 30%, or more than 180% , of

its average value at t = tobs . This means that the model never reaches perfect matter

domination nor vacuum domination (unlike in the R′ = 0 case from Section 8.3), but

that the density variations are still large.

We then calculate the full set of scalar averages, and the backreaction scalars Bi that
source them, according to the emergent equations of motion, Eqs. (8.1–8.8). By in-

spection of Fig. 8.13, one sees that ∆r = π/q defines the statistical homogeneity scale,

meaning that one may choose any such oscillation cycle as constituting the extent of

r-coordinate in a well-motivated averaging domain (the y and z coordinates again being

irrelevant, due to the plane symmetry of the spacetime). We choose rmin = 9π/q , so

rmax = 10π/q , and show our results in Fig. 8.14.

Fig. 8.14 shows that backreaction scalars all make very small contributions to the evo-

lution equations in this case. Their contributions are roughly constant in time, relative

to the overall scale of the quantities in the equation, and only B12 (the backreaction

term in the evolution equation for ⟨E⟩ ) is larger than 0.01% of the dominant term in

its evolution equation. Furthermore, B12 has the opposite sign to ⟨Θ⟩ ⟨E⟩ , so it is not

causing the average Weyl curvature to grow, but rather is suppressing it. The other Bi
are all of positive sign, but are negligibly small. Overall, one sees that although the

backreaction scalars are allowed to be non-zero in the R′ ̸= 0 plane-symmetric geome-

tries, they are still highly restricted by the Killing symmetries of the spacetime. This
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Figure 8.14: Non-vanishing backreaction scalars Bi for constant-time surfaces of the
R′ ̸= 0 geometry. These scalars have all been made dimensionless, by normalising them
with respect to the largest term from the evolution equation in which they appear.

is true even though the matter density fluctuations are of order unity, and seems to be

independent of our precise choice of parameter values and functions.

8.5.1 Ray tracing

The results of our ray tracing procedure are summarised in Fig. 8.15, where we have

displayed z(λ), H∥(z), Φ00(z) and Ψ0(z) for null geodesics arriving at an observer at

time t = tobs and location robs = rmin +
π

4q
. The top left plot of the figure shows

that the redshift z is monotonic in affine parameter λ for all θc considered. The effect

of inhomogeneities on the null rays is clear, however, once one considers the inferred

line-of-sight Hubble parameter, which is displayed in the top right plot as a function of

redshift. Here the oscillations in the metric function f(r) are of amplitude 10% , so the

effects of inhomogeneity on H∥ are less drastic than in the R′ = 0 case, where the metric

oscillated entirely between dust-dominated and vacuum regions, as displayed in Fig. 8.1.

The Ricci and Weyl curvature terms have the same oscillatory pattern as H∥. Unless

one is observing directly along the symmetry axis (θc = 0 ), in which case Ψ0 vanishes

identically, then the Weyl curvature contribution Ψ0 is typically of the same order of

magnitude as the Ricci contribution Φ00, which is displayed in the bottom left plot of

Fig. 8.15. The bottom right plot of the figure shows that Ψ0 has a changing sign in each

case. This means that for observations at high redshift, for which null rays will typically

have to travel through many oscillations in the geometry, the effect of Weyl curvature
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Figure 13. Top left: redshift as a function of affine distance in models with R′ ̸= 0 , for observing
angles θc = 0 (red), π/4 (blue), π/2 (black) and π/2 (magenta) . Top right: line-of-sight Hubble
parameter H∥ as a function of redshift, normalised by its monopole at z = 0. Bottom left and right:
Ricci and Weyl lensing scalars Φ00 and Ψ0 as functions of redshift. Each of the Ricci and Weyl terms
have been normalised by the maximum affine parameter value λ−2

max.

to

σ̂(z) =
1

d2A(z)

∫ z

0

dz′Ψ0(z
′) d2A(z

′)

(1 + z′)2H∥(z′)
. (7.2)

As H∥ is always positive in this case, the oscillations in the sign of Ψ0 cause the right-hand
side of Eq. (7.2) to remain bounded, when integrated to intermediate and high redshifts,
as can be seen in Fig 14. The effect of Weyl curvature on dA is communicated through the
presence of ¯̂σσ̂ in Sachs’ equation for dA. By z = 1, ¯̂σσ̂ is four orders of magnitude smaller
than Φ00, and hence the integrated effects of Weyl curvature are small.

7.2 Hubble diagrams

In this section we consider both the Bianchi type-I and V geometries as candidate models,
by mapping the scalar averages ⟨Θ⟩, ⟨Σ⟩ and

〈
(3)R

〉
onto these classes (as appropriate). Our

averages are calculated over the domains described above, and evolved backwards in time from
tobs to tobs/4 . As in the previous sections, we then perform ray tracing in those homogeneous
averaged models by solving the geodesic equation for past-directed null geodesics emanating
from observers at tobs, and compare the results of this to the results of ray tracing in the
true inhomogeneous space-time.

– 27 –

Figure 8.15: Top left: redshift as a function of affine distance in models with R′ ̸= 0,
for observing angles θc = 0 (red), π/4 (blue), π/2 (black) and π/2 (magenta) . Top
right: line-of-sight Hubble parameter H∥ as a function of redshift, normalised by its
monopole at z = 0 . Bottom left and right: Ricci and Weyl lensing scalars Φ00 and Ψ0

as functions of redshift. Each of the Ricci and Weyl terms have been normalised by the
maximum affine parameter value λ−2

max .

will be suppressed relative to Ricci curvature, even though the two terms Ψ0 and Φ00 are

typically of comparable magnitude. This can be understood by studying Sachs’ equation

for the null shear (8.15), which integrates to

σ̂(z) =
1

d2A(z)

∫ z

0

dz̃Ψ0(z̃) d
2
A(z̃)

(1 + z̃)2H∥(z̃)
. (8.42)

As H∥ is always positive in this case, the oscillations in the sign of Ψ0 cause the right-

hand side of Eq. (8.42) to remain bounded, when integrated to intermediate and high

redshifts, as can be seen in Fig 8.16.

We reminder the reader that although σ̂ is in general a complex scalar, the plane sym-

metry of the spacetime being considered reduces the number of degrees of freedom in the

null shear from 2 to 1. Hence, σ̂ can be written as a single real scalar in this case. The

effect of Weyl curvature on dA is communicated through the presence of ¯̂σσ̂ in Sachs’

equation for dA . By z = 1 , ¯̂σσ̂ is four orders of magnitude smaller than Φ00, and hence

the integrated effects of Weyl curvature are small.
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Figure 8.16: Shear σ̂ (labelled σnull) of the null congruence, as a function of redshift,
for models with R′ ̸= 0 . Results are displayed for observing angles θc = 0 (red), π/8
(blue), π/4 (black) and π/2 (magenta), and normalised by λ−1

max in each case. We have
considered an observer at robs = rmin + π/4q , and at time t = tobs .

8.5.2 Hubble diagrams

In this section we consider both the Bianchi type I and V geometries as candidate models,

by mapping the scalar averages ⟨Θ⟩, ⟨Σ⟩ and
〈
(3)R

〉
onto these classes as appropriate.

Our averages are calculated over the domains described above, for time coordinate values

in the range

[
tobs
4
, tobs

]
. As in the previous sections, we then perform ray tracing in those

homogeneous averaged models by solving the geodesic equation (8.11) for past-directed

null geodesics emanating from observers at tobs . Finally, we compare the results of that

procedure to the results of ray tracing in the true inhomogeneous spacetime.

Fig. 8.17 shows a comparison of the distance moduli to the average models, as a function

of θc for a given redshift. It demonstrates that the Bianchi type V average model appears

more appropriate than type I, which is apparent once one considers observing directions

θc that are sufficiently far from the rotational symmetry axis. Not only are the differences

µ−µmodel significantly smaller for type V than type I, but they also decay with redshift.

However, at this point it is not yet clear that observations of Type Ia supernovae would

actually indicate a preference for either average model, as any overall shift in µ can be

removed by a recalibration of the intrinsic magnitude of the supernovae, as discussed

in Section 3.3.2 and demonstrated explicitly by Eq. (3.37). All that would remain in

that case would be the angular profile, which is not easily explained by either choice
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Figure 8.17: µ−µmodel as a function of θc , for an observer at rmin+
π

4q
in the R′ ̸= 0

model. Curves correspond to z = 0.1 (red), z = 0.2 (blue) and z = 0.3 (brown). The
function µmodel refers to an averaged Bianchi type I cosmology for the solid curves, and

to an averaged Bianchi type V cosmology for the dashed curves.

of homogeneous large-scale geometry. If this were all of the information available then

one would not be able to select which average model would be more appropriate, which

could lead to serious errors in inferring cosmological parameters from the properties of

the Hubble diagram, such as the best-fit Taylor series coefficients in the function dL(z) ,

which provide information in the standard FLRW cosmology about H0 , Ωm0 and so on.

Figure 8.18 shows the Hubble diagrams µ(z) that would be constructed for observing

directions θc = {0, π/8, π/4, π/2} , for redshifts up to 0.48 . One sees that at low red-

shifts there is little distinction between the models, but at higher redshifts the Bianchi

type V interpretation of the scalar averages is substantially preferred over the type I

interpretation. In the case of the type V models, µ−µmodel remains very close to zero at

all redshifts for θc = π/8 and larger. This is a direct result of the angular profile of µ dis-

played in Fig. 8.17: the function µ(θc) is steepest near θc = 0 and then rapidly becomes

a nearly flat line just above the monopole. Therefore, µ − µmodel for each θc ≳ π/8 is

nearly flat. This explains the lack of features in Fig. 8.18, for both observing locations

and all the observing directions shown (except directly along the symmetry axis). On
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Figure 8.18: µ− µmodel as a function of redshift, for the same observer at rmin +
π

4q
in the R′ ̸= 0 model. Curves are for θc = 0 (red), π/8 (blue), π/4 (black) and π/2
(magenta). The function µmodel refers to averaged Bianchi type I (solid) and V (dashed)

cosmologies.

the other hand, the effect of inhomogeneities is clearest for θc = 0 , but there is still a rel-

atively rapid trend towards zero, with |µ−µmodel| < 0.05 for z > 0.2 in both plots, when

the average model is chosen to be an emergent Bianchi type V cosmology. This shows

the success of our averaging procedure at describing the large-scale Hubble diagram of

an anisotropic universe, if the large-scale averaged model is chosen appropriately.

Let us now suppose that we had access to information from 100 such observers, with

their r coordinate values evenly spaced throughout our averaging domain (on the same

t = tobs constant-time hypersurface), i.e. at coordinate positions robs ∈ [9π/q, 10π/q) .

The effect of the inhomogeneity on distance measures in this case is displayed in Fig.

8.19, where it can be seen that the preference for the Bianchi type V model only becomes

clear at redshifts z ≳ 0.2 .

Performing an ensemble average over this set of observers gives the results displayed in

Fig. 8.20, which shows that there are small effects in all directions in the redshift range

z ≲ 0.1 . This is due to some observers receiving photons that have just moved through a

region of high density, and so accordingly a region with a large negative Ricci curvature
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Figure 15. Left: µ − µmodel as a function of θc, for an observer at rmin + π
4q in the R′ ̸= 0 models.

Curves correspond to z = 0.1 (red), z = 0.2 (blue) and z = 0.3 (brown). Right: µ − µmodel as a
function of redshift, for the same observer. Curves are for θc = 0 (red), π/8 (blue), π/4 (black) and
π/2 (magenta). The µmodel refers to averaged Bianchi type-I (solid) and V (dashed) cosmologies.
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Figure 16. The same set of plots as in Fig. 5, but for the R′ ̸= 0 models, and where µmodel refers
to averaged Bianchi type-I (solid) and V (dashed) cosmologies. Curves are for z = 0.1 (red), z = 0.2
(blue), and z = 0.3 (brown). The averaging domain extends from rmin = 9π/q to rmax = 10π/q .
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Figure 8.19: The same set of plots as in Fig. 8.6, but for the R′ ̸= 0 model, and
where µmodel refers to averaged Bianchi type I (solid) and type V (dashed) cosmologies.
Curves are for z = 0.1 (red), z = 0.2 (blue), and z = 0.3 (brown). The averaging

domain extends from rmin = 9π/q to rmax = 10π/q .

term Φ00 , and others receiving photons coming through underdensities (and thus small

|Φ00| ). These local effects are, however, only pronounced for θc close to zero, as can be

seen from the results for θc = π/200 , which show a rapid transition in behaviour as the

observing angle θc is increased from zero.

One may also note that oscillatory features in the average ⟨µ⟩ (z) of the Hubble diagram
are highly suppressed if one is observing away from the symmetry axis. This is in obvious

contrast to the R′ = 0 models considered in Section 8.3, where Fig. 8.7 showed that for

the R′ = 0 model, the averaged Hubble diagram has distinct features of inhomogeneity

for θc = π/8 and π/4 , as well as just θc = 0 .

While the θc = 0 and θc = π/200 cases demonstrate significant effects from the inho-

mogeneities, it remains true that ⟨µ⟩ is always consistent with µmodel to within 1σ , at

all redshifts considered. It can also be seen that the size of the oscillations, and their

associated confidence intervals, is clearly decaying with increased redshift.

Finally let us note that the offset at z = 0 can be explained with reference to the Hubble

parameter, since for z ≪ 1 a Taylor series expansion of dL(z) shows that the leading term

at low redshifts, calculated in a generic inhomogeneous spacetime, is given by dL ≃ z

H
∥
0

[101]. In our diagrams, a difference in H
∥
0 leads to a vertical displacement in µ ∼ log dL .

At the same time, the ensemble average of the line-of-sight Hubble parameters H
∥
0 that

are measured by each of the observers is not always equal to the line-of-sight Hubble

parameter in the averaged homogeneous model, which means that a local effect on µ is

entirely expected. In the θc = π/8 and π/2 diagrams we have subtracted off the small
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Figure 17. ⟨µ⟩−µmodel, calculated as a function of redshift in the R′ ̸= 0 models. We have displayed
results for θc = 0, π/200, π/8 and π/2, and averaged over 100 observers. The µmodel refers to averaged
Bianchi type-I (red), and V (blue).

This is a direct result of the angular profile of µ displayed in Fig. 15a: the function µ(θc)
is steepest near θc = 0 and then rapidly becomes a nearly flat line just above the monopole.
Therefore, µ − µmodel for each θc ≳ π/8 is nearly flat. This explains the lack of features in
Fig. 15b, for both observing locations and all the observing directions shown (except directly
along the symmetry axis). On the other hand, the effect of inhomogeneities is clearest for
θc = 0 , but there is still a relatively rapid trend towards zero, with |µ − µmodel| < 0.05
for z > 0.2 for the type-V models, in both plots. This shows the success of our averaging
procedure at describing the large-scale Hubble diagram of an anisotropic cosmology, if the
large-scale averaged model is chosen appropriately.

Let us now suppose that we had access to information from 100 such observers, evenly

– 28 –

Figure 8.20: ⟨µ⟩ − µmodel, calculated as a function of redshift in the R′ ̸= 0 models.
We have displayed results for θc = 0, π/200, π/8 and π/2, and constructed ⟨µ⟩ by taking
an ensemble average over 100 observers. The function µmodel refers to averaged Bianchi

type I (red), and type V (blue).

offset. Thus, the nearly flat line ⟨µ⟩ − µmodel that appears for z ≳ 0.1 is consistent with

zero, which reflects the fact that a flat vertical displacement in µ would not be observable

in a Type Ia supernova.

This concludes our study of the Hubble diagrams constructed by observers in statistically

homogeneous, anisotropic cosmologies, and their ability to be fit by the models that result

from the averaging formalism that we developed in Chapter 7.

8.6 Discussion

Let us briefly recap what we have learnt from the analysis carried out in this chapter. Our

aim was to study the validity of emergent, anisotropic, cosmological models in describing
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the fundamental cosmological observables of redshifts and luminosity distances.

With that goal in mind, we constructed Hubble diagrams in universes that are inhomo-

geneous, and anisotropic on large scales. These diagrams depend on the line-of-sight of

the particular observer, as well as their position in spacetime. We have then compared

these diagrams to those that would be created by considering the large-scale average

spacetime, using the emergent anisotropy formalism we developed in Chapter 7 [3]. In

order to carry out this comparison, we have focused on three families of cosmologi-

cal models within the plane-symmetric class of dust-dominated solutions of Einstein’s

equations. These solutions admit closed-form exact solutions, and allow for arbitrary

amounts of inhomogeneity to be introduced in the directions orthogonal to the surfaces

of symmetry (though care is needed to avoid situations that may involve shell-crossings

and singularities). The homogeneous subclasses of this set of solutions belong to the

LRS Bianchi type I and V cosmologies, which are therefore considered to be the “target

spaces” for the averaged cosmological models, through which large-scale measurements

might be interpreted.

While the observations made by any one observer in these spacetimes are not necessarily

reproduced well by the averaged cosmological models, we find that the observations made

by many observers have an average that can be described accurately. In particular, we

found in Sections 8.3 and 8.5 that there exist averaged anisotropic cosmological models

that can accurately predict the Hubble diagram for average observations made in all

directions to within 1σ . This is a non-trivial result, as the Hubble diagrams can take very

different shapes in different directions in universes that exhibit large-scale anisotropy. In

particular, the work presented in this chapter extends previous studies that focused only

on observations along special lines of sight, that are aligned with principal null directions

of the spacetime [413]. Furthermore, the 1σ confidence interval generically shrinks as

redshift increases, meaning that the average model becomes a better approximation for

typical observers who make measurements over larger distances. This is precisely what

one would hope for a useful cosmological model.

While our study has shown some successes for the anisotropic cosmologies that result

from the application of our averaging formalism, it has also shown some clear warning

signs. In particular, it is clear that the choice of foliation on which the averaging is

performed must be made with care, as we discussed previously in Section 7.1.1. This is

exemplified by the tilted Farnsworth cosmologies studied in Section 8.4, where we found

that an anisotropic homogeneous model constructed from our averaging procedure could

not fit the Hubble diagrams of observers accurately, even in an average sense. Although

that result was not unexpected, after the calculation of cosmological backreaction for

that model that we had already undertaken in Section 7.3, the analysis in this chapter

showed that the foliation problem carries over from unobservable non-locally averaged
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scalars to Hubble diagram observables. This is despite the fact that the Farnsworth

spacetime is genuinely spatially homogeneous, and clearly indicates the importance of

suitably foliating the spacetime. In general, therefore, one should not expect averaged

cosmological models to reproduce the average of observables if there is no statistical

homogeneity scale. If a foliation is such that no scale of this type exists, then that choice

should be expected to fail in general.

Another area which requires care, in order to get a sensible result for the averaged

cosmology, is the choice of target space for the symmetries of the averaged model. In

particular, if the averaged model does not allow for all aspects of the averaged covariant

scalars to be accounted for, then it is unlikely to reproduce the average of observations

made within the spacetime. We believe this to be the reason why the Bianchi type I

models, described by Eq. (4.28), failed to reproduce the average Hubble diagrams for

the observers considered in Section 8.5. In that case the average spatial curvature is non-

zero, and so it needs an averaged cosmology that allows for this possibility to exist. This

is the case for Bianchi type V models, characterised by Eq. (4.29), which reproduced

observables well, but not for Bianchi type I, which did not, at high z . We suspect the

same will be true for cosmological models with large-scale tilt, which is only allowed in

a restricted set of Bianchi classes [68].

Let us comment briefly on the feasibility of making accurate sky maps on our local

celestial sphere of dL(z) , particularly with a view to estimating the multipoles of dL at

a variety of redshift shells. To do so is a rather speculative notion at present. However,

as the number of SNEIa, quasars, radio galaxies and other distant sources we observe

rises in the coming years, it will be possible to construct an increasingly precise sky map

of dL(z), to z ∼ 1 and beyond. If these observations continue to support the existence

of large-scale anisotropies in the Universe, then we will need cosmological models that

can include that freedom.

The analysis presented in this work constitutes a step towards understanding the Hubble

diagram in such spacetimes. On an immediate level, it suggests that the emergence-based

approach we presented in Chapter 7 should be of use for understanding the theoretical

problem of modelling anisotropy in the late Universe. More importantly, it may provide

a framework within which anomalous anisotropic signals in the real Universe can be

understood and interpreted, if those observational signatures become sufficiently mature

in the near future, and cannot be explained by survey systematics or mere statistical

noise.

One of the main drawbacks of the situations considered in this chapter was the degree

of symmetry present in the models, which is not a realistic assumption in our Universe.

A consequence of the plane symmetry was that the backreaction scalars remained small

in both the cases (Sections 8.3 and 8.5) where there was an homogeneity scale present
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in the problem, which is likely to be closer to the situation we face in the Universe than

the situation studied in Section 8.4 where a tilted flow was present globally. Hence, a

natural extension of the study made here would be to investigate situations in which

our backreaction scalars can be large, while maintaining statistical homogeneity within

the averaging domains. This could potentially be found in more general situations, in

which one would not expect there to be spacetime symmetries on small scales. The

use of relativistic simulations [103, 104, 164, 517, 518] may well prove to be fruitful in

this regard, because they can allow inhomogeneities to be studied nonperturbatively,

but do not make the Newtonian assumption of standard N-body simulations, which is

incompatible with the intrinsically relativistic idea of cosmological backreaction.



Chapter 9

Conclusions

In this thesis, we have explored the use of relativistic frameworks for understanding cos-

mological gravity. We have focused our efforts on developing and testing two such frame-

works, one of which is designed to test the overall landscape of gravitational theories, and

the other of which is concerned with the emergence of anisotropy in the Universe from

averaging inhomogeneous spacetimes. We have thus been building general approaches

to modifying and testing the ΛCDM concordance model, rather than attempting to con-

strain individual alternative models with the set of techniques developed for the standard

model.

Of course the simpler, less truly relativistic methods that are standard practice in the

cosmological community are standard practice for good reason: they are mathematically

tractable, interpretable and readily applicable to observations. Moreover, they have

had enormous success in describing the majority of cosmological observations, espe-

cially the cosmic microwave background. In contrast, covariant approaches are typically

more mathematically complicated than standard ones based on the coordinate picture of

FLRW cosmology and linear perturbation theory on large scales, and Newtonian gravity

on small scales, and their observational application can be rather difficult and opaque.

However, with the various observational tensions and anomalies pointing to a possible

breakdown of the concordance model, it may be that a paradigm shift is needed. While

the results of recent observations, and indeed upcoming surveys such as Euclid [13]

and the SKA [299], may point to inconsistencies in our present understanding, it seems

unlikely that they will point to any one particular model, amongst the vast zoo of

alternatives that have been proposed (see e.g. Refs. [16, 46] for reviews). It seems,

therefore, that if we do not truly understand our Universe as much as it may have

previously appeared, then we should test whether the problem might lie in our failure

to appreciate all the many consequences of gravity being a fundamentally relativistic

phenomenon.

294
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Furthermore, given that there may exist some theory, yet to be devised, that successfully

accounts for all our observations, resolves the tensions and solves fundamental theoretical

problems such as the cosmological constant and averaging problems1, it may be safer not

to attach ourselves to any specific theory content (known unknowns), but rather to use

generalised approaches that, by avoiding any such content, implicitly include not just

the known unknowns but also the unknown unknowns. There remains the possibility

that certain cosmological models might appear equivalent to ΛCDM on the scales, and

at the precision, accessible to current experiments, but make novel predictions in other

contexts, such as on nonlinear cosmological scales or in the regime of strong gravity.

Thus, it is important to make sure that we do not accidentally bias our measurements by

näıvely applying conclusions obtained in the FLRW cosmology or in Newtonian gravity to

complex relativistic phenomena in inhomogeneous curved spacetime. If, for example, the

anomalous dipole measurements are truly due to fundamental anisotropy in the Universe,

then to attribute them to our kinematic motion with respect to some supposed cosmic

rest frame would represent a serious theoretical source of systematic error.

Through our development and analysis of these frameworks, we have reached the follow-

ing key conclusions.

1. We showed that the formalism of parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology can be

used to describe the relativistic gravitational fields sourced not only by the energy

density and isotropic pressure of matter fields, but also their momentum densities.

Accordingly, we can model not only the scalar sector of gravitational perturba-

tions in a theory-agnostic way, but also the divergenceless vector perturbations.

Furthermore, the formalism can equally well be applied to either conservative or

non-conservative theories of gravity (such as scalar-tensor or vector-tensor theories

respectively).

2. We demonstrated that the PPNC framework correctly accounts for the evolution

of the cosmological background and linear scalar perturbations in a canonical class

of example theories. Thus, it can be used to make viable observational predictions,

using simple interpolating functions to describe the time and scale dependence of

the coupling functions that describe deviations from GR in the scalar sector.

3. We obtained novel constraints on the time-dependent PPN parameters α(a) and

γ(a) , using observations of the anisotropies in the CMB. The data exhibit a strong

degeneracy between their weighted time averages ᾱ and γ̄ , due primarily to a

novel term GHΨ in the momentum constraint equation we derived for the PPNC

formalism. If the functional form of α(a) and γ(a) is prescribed to be a power law

1As far fetched as such a theory may seem at present!
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with a fixed index n , then for n ≤ 0.25 we found a mild preference in the Planck

data for ᾱ and γ̄ to be below their GR values of unity. However, these values are

consistent with GR to within ∼ 2σ .

4. We also identified degeneracies between the PPN parameters, and the standard

cosmological parameters H0 and ωc , through their impact on the acoustic peaks in

the cosmic microwave background anisotropies. This demonstrated the importance

of correctly modelling the FLRW background, not just the perturbations, as is

sometimes done in other general approaches to testing gravity in cosmology.

5. By considering power laws for α(a) and γ(a) with a varying power-law index n ,

and applying a fairly aggressive cut n ≤ 0.25 on the prior volume, we obtained

constraints on the present-day time variation of α and γ , that are competitive

with Solar System bounds in the case of α , and better than can be obtained in

the Solar System for γ .

6. We developed a new framework whereby large-scale anisotropy in the Universe may

emerge from the growth of nonlinear structures, using a scalar averaging procedure

based on Buchert’s approach. We derived the full set of effective equations of

motion for any emergent large-scale anisotropic universe, which can be interpreted

as a backreaction-dependent LRS Bianchi cosmology.

7. Using the Farnsworth model spacetimes, we demonstrated the importance of cor-

rectly accounting for foliation dependence in cosmological averaging, especially in

the presence of anisotropy, because an anisotropic cosmology can be tilted. We

showed that tilted flows can give rise to substantial backreaction, and that the

Hubble diagrams constructed by observers in a tilted Universe are poorly repro-

duced by an average model.

8. Conversely, we showed that in anisotropic, inhomogeneous spacetimes that nonethe-

less possess an homogeneity scale, an LRS Bianchi average model, if chosen ap-

propriately, can provide an excellent fit to Hubble diagram observables on large

scales. In those cases, most high-redshift deviations between the real and averaged

spacetime, in the inferred magnitudes µ of distant sources, take the form of small

constant offsets, which are not observable for measurements of Type Ia supernovae.

These investigations have indicated that the two main relativistic approaches to cosmol-

ogy we have studied in this thesis - parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology, and the

emergent anisotropy framework - are insightful ways to model and test deviations from

the standard cosmology. At this stage, it is not possible to state definitively whether

there is any evidence for cosmological PPN parameters being inconsistent with General
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Relativity, or whether the backreaction mechanism we developed produces a large enough

effect to account for observed signatures of anisotropy in the late Universe. However,

with a plethora of observational probes at our disposal, and with relativistic simulations

[157, 164, 168, 421, 422] providing a concrete way to make predictions from fundamen-

tally relativistic approaches such as ours, there is substantial scope to further constrain

the allowed possibilities in each framework in the near future.

Let us conclude with some final remarks on the validity of the concordance model, consist-

ing of General Relativity, the FLRW geometry, and the ΛCDM model for the Universe’s

energy-momentum content. This model is extraordinarily successful, and although it is

possible that the H0 and σ8 tensions, the anomalous cosmic dipole measurements, or

other tensions and anomalies yet to be identified, will eventually force it to be discarded,

it is certainly not out of the question at this point that it will survive the next generation

of observational tests.

Even if this were to happen, though, it should not spell the end for relativistic cosmo-

logical modelling outside the paradigms of GR and FLRW. Instead, we should seek to

understand why such a simple model is, on the face of it, so unreasonably effective. If

one simply assumes the concordance model, and takes the perspective that one should

simply calculate observables within it to ever higher precision, then we would still be

left in the dark as to why such an approach works so well. It may be that the answer

to either this question, or to the question of replacing the concordance model, if it hap-

pens to be falsified in the coming years, lies in developing a deeper understanding of

relativistic gravity. I aim to continue to develop and test the covariant frameworks we

have discussed in this thesis in the coming years, using a mixture of further theoretical

work, observational constraints, and numerical simulations. I hope that they will pro-

vide valuable tools into appreciating the full implications of relativity for cosmological

physics.



Appendix A

The Einstein-Boltzmann

equations

Einstein-Boltzmann solvers are a key computational method in cosmology. They make it

possible to calculate quantities associated with linear cosmological perturbations in the

context of a realistic set of matter, radiation and dark energy species in the Universe.

The equations of linear cosmological perturbations must be solved in order to calculate

key observables associated with linear perturbations to the FLRW cosmology, especially

the temperature, polarisation and lensing anisotropies in the cosmic microwave back-

ground and the power spectrum of linear fluctuations in the matter density field.

In order to calculate the metric perturbations, it is necessary to understand the form of

Tab . The energy-momentum tensor is ultimately a description of all the particles (pho-

tons, baryons, dark matter, neutrinos etc.) that make up the matter and radiation fields.

These must be described using kinetic theory. That is, Tab is calculated by integrating

over all the possible conjugate momenta Pi of particles in phase space. The number of

particles in an infinitesimal phase-space volume dN is given by a probability distribution

f(τ, xi, Pi): dN = d3xd3P f(τ,x,P) . Then we can write the energy-momentum tensor

as [53]

Tab =

∫
d3P

√−g Pa Pb
P0

f(τ,x,P) . (A.1)

The distribution f(τ, xi, Pi) evolves according to Boltzmann’s equation,

Df

dτ
=
∂f

∂τ
+

dxi

dτ

∂f

∂xi
+

dPi
dτ

∂f

∂Pi
=

(
∂f

∂τ

)

C

, (A.2)

where
(
∂f
∂τ

)
C
is a collision operator, and we have implicitly summed over all the particles

of the species we are interested in. For the cosmic microwave background, f is the phase-

distribution for photons. By entering into Tab, the phase-space distribution f sources the

metric perturbations via Einstein’s equations. The perturbations themselves determine

298
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the evolution of f via the Boltzmann equation. Hence, one must calculate the coupled

Einstein-Boltzmann system of equations.

Because of the isotropy of the FLRW background, it is advantageous to solve these

equations in Fourier space. As an example, consider the Newtonian gauge perturbation

to the lapse function, Φ(τ,x). Its Fourier transform Φ(τ,k) is defined

Φ(τ,k) =

∫
d3x e−ikix

i
Φ(τ,x) . (A.3)

Under the Fourier transform, partial derivatives with respect to spatial coordinates trans-

form as ∂i −→ −iki . Performing this mapping to all the perturbation theory equations

in Section 3.2.2 gives the equivalent Fourier-space equations trivially.

Crucially, the isotropy of the FLRW background means that perturbations depend only

on their scale, not on their orientation, i.e. Φ(τ,k) = Φ(τ, |k|) = Φ(τ, k). Likewise,

the background value f0 of f can depend only on the magnitudes of particle momenta,

and not their directions or locations, so that f0 = f0(ap) , where we have used that p

redshifts as a−1 . Transforming to Fourier space (x −→ k), one can write f(τ,k,P) =

f0(ap) (1 + Υ(τ,k, ap, θ)), where cos θ = kip
i

kp . Then, the Boltzmann equation in Fourier

space is
∂Υ

∂τ
− iΥcos θ +

(
d ln f0
d ln ap

)[
iΦcos θ −Ψ′] = 1

f0

(
∂f

∂τ

)

C

, (A.4)

where for the sake of simplicity we have specialised to the case of a massless species.

An obvious example is photons, for which the collision operator on the right hand side

is due to photon-baryon Thomson scattering before decoupling, and is zero afterwards.

Although this equation looks daunting, it is actually fairly straightforward to solve nu-

merically, because the isotropy of the background has come to our rescue by making the

phase-space distribution dependent only on the particles’ directions through the scalar

product kip
i = kp cos θ . Thus, Υ can be decomposed into a series of Legendre polyno-

mials Pl(cos θ), and the coupled Einstein-Boltzmann equations are solved successively in

multipole moments l .

The primary tools for solving the coupled linear Einstein-Boltzmann system are the well-

established cosmological Boltzmann codes. In the present day, these are usually CAMB

(Code for Anisotropies in the Microwave Background) [522] and CLASS (Cosmic Linear

Anisotropy Solving System) [476, 523]. In Chapters 4 and 6, we make extensive use of

the CLASS code, which is set up to allow for modifications to either the matter/radia-

tion/dark energy sectors [524], or the laws of gravity themselves [493, 525].
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[336] Metin Gürses, Tahsin Çağrı Şişman, and Bayram Tekin. Is there a novel Einstein–Gauss–Bonnet
theory in four dimensions? The European Physical Journal C, 80(7):647, 2020.

[337] Pedro GS Fernandes, Pedro Carrilho, Timothy Clifton, and David J Mulryne. Black holes in the
scalar-tensor formulation of 4D Einstein-Gauss-Bonnet gravity: Uniqueness of solutions, and a
new candidate for dark matter. Physical Review D, 104(4):044029, 2021.

[338] Kenneth Nordtvedt Jr. Equivalence Principle for massive bodies. II. Theory. Physical Review,
169(5):1017, 1968.

[339] Clifford M Will. Theoretical frameworks for testing relativistic gravity. II. Parametrized post-
Newtonian hydrodynamics, and the Nordtvedt effect. Astrophysical Journal, 163:611, 1971.

[340] Clifford M Will. Theoretical frameworks for testing relativistic gravity. III. Conservation laws,
Lorentz invariance, and values of the PPN parameters. The Astrophysical Journal, 169:125, 1971.

[341] Kip S Thorne and Clifford M Will. Theoretical frameworks for testing relativistic gravity. I.
Foundations. Astrophysical Journal, vol. 163, p. 595, 163:595, 1971.

[342] Subrahmanyan Chandrasekhar. The post-Newtonian equations of hydrodynamics in General Rel-
ativity. Astrophysical Journal, 142:1488–1512, 1965.

[343] Clifford M Will. Active mass in relativistic gravity - theoretical interpretation of the Kreuzer
experiment. Astrophysical Journal, 204:224–234, 1976.

[344] Ryan S Park et al. Precession of Mercury’s Perihelion from Ranging to the MESSENGER Space-
craft. The Astronomical Journal, 153(3):121, 2017.

[345] Lijing Shao and Norbert Wex. New limits on the violation of Local Position Invariance of gravity.
Classical and Quantum Gravity, 30(16):165020, Aug 2013.



Bibliography 317

[346] Lijing Shao and Norbert Wex. New tests of Local Lorentz Invariance of gravity with small-
eccentricity binary pulsars. Classical and Quantum Gravity, 29:21.5018, October 2012.

[347] Ingrid H Stairs et al. Discovery of three wide-orbit binary pulsars: implications for binary evolution
and equivalence principles. The Astrophysical Journal, 632(2):1060, 2005.

[348] James G Williams, Slava G Turyshev, and Dale H Boggs. Progress in lunar laser ranging tests of
relativistic gravity. Physical Review Letters, 93(26):261101, 2004.

[349] Clifford M. Will. Is Momentum Conserved? A Test in the Binary System PSR 1913+16. ApJL,
393:L59, Jul 1992.

[350] SB Lambert and C Le Poncin-Lafitte. Determining the relativistic parameter γ using very long
baseline interferometry. Astronomy & Astrophysics, 499(1):331–335, 2009.

[351] C. W. F. Everitt et al. Gravity Probe B: Final results of a space experiment to test General
Relativity. Phys. Rev. Lett., 106:1101, May 2011.

[352] Wayne Hu. Parametrized post-Friedmann signatures of acceleration in the CMB. Phys. Rev. D,
77:103524, May 2008.

[353] Mustafa A Amin, Robert V Wagoner, and Roger D Blandford. A subhorizon framework for probing
the relationship between the cosmological matter distribution and metric perturbations. Monthly
Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 390(1):131–142, 2008.

[354] Constantinos Skordis. Consistent cosmological modifications to the Einstein equations. Phys. Rev.
D, 79:123527, Jun 2009.

[355] Tessa Baker, Pedro G. Ferreira, Constantinos Skordis, and Joe Zuntz. Towards a fully consistent
parametrization of modified gravity. Phys. Rev. D, 84:124018, Dec 2011.

[356] Tessa Baker, Pedro G. Ferreira, and Constantinos Skordis. The parameterized post-Friedmann
framework for theories of modified gravity: Concepts, formalism, and examples. Phys. Rev. D,
87:024015, Jan 2013.

[357] Júnior D. Toniato and Davi C. Rodrigues. Post-Newtonian γ-like parameters and the gravitational
slip in scalar-tensor and f(R) theories. Phys. Rev. D, 104(4):044020, 2021.

[358] Edmund Bertschinger. On the Growth of Perturbations as a Test of Dark Energy and Gravity.
The Astrophysical Journal, 648(2):797–806, Sep 2006.

[359] Yong-Seon Song, Gong-Bo Zhao, David Bacon, Kazuya Koyama, Robert C Nichol, and Levon
Pogosian. Complementarity of weak lensing and peculiar velocity measurements in testing General
Relativity. Physical Review D, 84(8):083523, 2011.

[360] Camille Bonvin and Levon Pogosian. Modified Einstein versus modified Euler for dark matter.
Nature Astronomy, 7(9):1127–1134, 2023.

[361] Emilio Bellini, Antonio J Cuesta, Raul Jimenez, and Licia Verde. Constraints on deviations from
ΛCDM within Horndeski gravity. Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2016(02):053,
2016.

[362] Emilio Bellini and Ignacy Sawicki. Maximal freedom at minimum cost: linear large-scale structure
in general modifications of gravity. Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2014(07):050–
050, Jul 2014.

[363] Claudia de Rham and Scott Melville. Gravitational rainbows: LIGO and dark energy at its cutoff.
Physical Review Letters, 121(22):221101, 2018.

[364] Tessa Baker et al. Measuring the propagation speed of gravitational waves with LISA. Journal of
Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2022(08):031, 2022.

[365] Eric V Linder, Gizem Sengör, and Scott Watson. Is the Effective Field Theory of Dark Energy
effective? Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2016(05):053, 2016.



Bibliography 318

[366] Abraham H Taub. Empty space-times admitting a three parameter group of motions. Annals of
Mathematics, pages 472–490, 1951.

[367] Mikio Nakahara. Geometry, topology and physics. CRC press, 2018.

[368] Robert M Wald. Asymptotic behavior of homogeneous cosmological models in the presence of a
positive cosmological constant. Physical Review D, 28(8):2118, 1983.

[369] Woei Chet Lim, Henk van Elst, Claes Uggla, and John Wainwright. Asymptotic isotropization in
inhomogeneous cosmology. Physical Review D, 69(10):103507, 2004.

[370] GFR Ellis. The Bianchi models: Then and now. General Relativity and Gravitation, 38(6):1003–
1015, 2006.

[371] J Wainwright, AA Coley, GFR Ellis, and M Hancock. On the isotropy of the Universe: do Bianchi
cosmologies isotropize? Classical and Quantum Gravity, 15(2):331, 1998.
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[504] A.S. Petrov. Einstein-raüme, translated by H. Treder. Akademie-Verlag, 1964.

[505] C. C. Dyer and R. C. Roeder. Distance-Redshift Relations for Universes with Some Intergalactic
Medium. Ap.J.L., 180:L31, February 1973.

[506] Nikolaos Brouzakis, Nikolaos Tetradis, and Eleftheria Tzavara. The Effect of Large-Scale Inhomo-
geneities on the Luminosity Distance. JCAP, 02:013, 2007.

[507] Nikolaos Brouzakis, Nikolaos Tetradis, and Eleftheria Tzavara. Light Propagation and Large-Scale
Inhomogeneities. JCAP, 04:008, 2008.

[508] Valerio Marra, Edward W. Kolb, and Sabino Matarrese. Light-cone averages in a Swiss-Cheese
Universe. Phys. Rev. D, 77:023003, 2008.

[509] Krzysztof Bolejko and Lars Andersson. Apparent and average accelerations of the Universe. Journal
of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2008(10):003, Oct 2008.

[510] Krzysztof Bolejko. The Szekeres Swiss Cheese model and the CMB observations. Gen. Rel. Grav.,
41:1737–1755, 2009.

[511] Krzysztof Bolejko and Marie-Noelle Celerier. Szekeres Swiss-Cheese model and supernova obser-
vations. Phys. Rev. D, 82:103510, 2010.



Bibliography 325

[512] Austin Peel, M. A. Troxel, and Mustapha Ishak. Effect of inhomogeneities on high precision
measurements of cosmological distances. Phys. Rev. D, 90(12):123536, 2014.

[513] Timothy Clifton, Pedro G. Ferreira, and Kane O’Donnell. An Improved Treatment of Optics in
the Lindquist-Wheeler Models. Phys. Rev. D, 85:023502, 2012.

[514] Rex G. Liu. Lindquist-Wheeler formulation of lattice universes. Phys. Rev. D, 92(6):063529, 2015.

[515] Viraj A. A. Sanghai, Pierre Fleury, and Timothy Clifton. Ray tracing and Hubble diagrams in
post-Newtonian cosmology. JCAP, 07:028, 2017.

[516] SM Koksbang. Machine learning cosmic backreaction and its effects on observations. Physical
Review Letters, 130(20):201003, 2023.

[517] Francesca Lepori, Julian Adamek, Ruth Durrer, Chris Clarkson, and Louis Coates. Weak-lensing
observables in relativistic N-body simulations. Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society,
497(2):2078–2095, 2020.

[518] Francesca Lepori, Julian Adamek, and Ruth Durrer. Cosmological simulations of number counts.
Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2021(12):021, 2021.

[519] Francesca Lepori, Sebastian Schulz, Julian Adamek, and Ruth Durrer. The halo bias for number
counts on the light cone from relativistic N-body simulations. Journal of Cosmology and Astropar-
ticle Physics, 2023(02):036, 2023.

[520] Julian Adamek, Chris Clarkson, Ruth Durrer, Asta Heinesen, Martin Kunz, and Hayley J.
Macpherson. Towards Cosmography of the Local Universe, 2024.

[521] Giovanni Marozzi and Jean-Philippe Uzan. Late time anisotropy as an imprint of cosmological
backreaction. Physical Review D, 86(6):063528, 2012.

[522] Antony Lewis and Anthony Challinor. CAMB: Code for Anisotropies in the Microwave Back-
ground. Astrophysics Source Code Library, page 1102, 2011.

[523] Diego Blas, Julien Lesgourgues, and Thomas Tram. The Cosmic Linear Anisotropy Solving Sys-
tem (CLASS). Part II: Approximation schemes. Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics,
2011(07):034–034, July 2011.

[524] R von Marttens, L Casarini, DF Mota, and W Zimdahl. Cosmological constraints on parametrized
interacting dark energy. Physics of the Dark Universe, 23:100248, 2019.

[525] Janina Renk, Miguel Zumalacarregui, and Francesco Montanari. Gravity at the horizon: on
relativistic effects, CMB-LSS correlations and ultra-large scales in Horndeski’s theory. Journal of
Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2016(07):040, 2016.


	Statement of Originality
	Abstract
	Acknowledgements
	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Conventions and notation

	2 Relativistic cosmology
	2.1 Relativistic gravity
	2.1.1 Einstein's equivalence principle
	2.1.2 Spacetime curvature
	2.1.3 General Relativity

	2.2 Covariant decompositions
	2.2.1 The 1+3 formalism
	2.2.2 The 3+1 formalism
	2.2.3 The 1+1+2 formalism

	2.3 Light propagation in curved spacetime
	2.3.1 Geometric optics
	2.3.2 Distance measures


	3 The concordance cosmological model
	3.1 Homogeneous and isotropic cosmology
	3.1.1 The FLRW universe
	3.1.2 Thermal history of the Universe

	3.2 Perturbations in cosmology
	3.2.1 The gauge problem
	3.2.2 Cosmological perturbations in the Newtonian gauge

	3.3 Standard observations
	3.3.1 The cosmic microwave background
	3.3.2 The Hubble diagram


	4 Alternatives to the concordance cosmology
	4.1 Problems with the standard model
	4.1.1 Theoretical issues
	4.1.2 Observational issues

	4.2 Alternatives to General Relativity
	4.2.1 Modified theories of gravity
	4.2.2 Parameterised post-Newtonian formalism
	4.2.3 Cosmological approaches to testing gravity

	4.3 Inhomogeneity and anisotropy
	4.3.1 Anisotropic cosmological models
	4.3.2 Inhomogeneous cosmological models
	4.3.3 Averaging and backreaction


	5 Parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology
	5.1 Adapting the PPN formalism for cosmology
	5.1.1 The basic PPNC equations
	5.1.2 All-scales parameterisation

	5.2 Peculiar velocities and the momentum constraint
	5.2.1 Small scales
	5.2.2 Incorporating preferred-frame effects
	5.2.3 Super-horizon scales
	5.2.4 Application to example theories

	5.3 Scale and time dependence of the PPNC couplings
	5.3.1 Application to scalar-tensor theories of gravity
	5.3.2 Interpolation between small and large scales
	5.3.3 Using the parameterised equations for cosmological phenomena

	5.4 Discussion

	6 Constraining PPNC with the cosmic microwave background
	6.1 Setting up CMB tests
	6.1.1 The PPNC CLASS code
	6.1.2 Markov Chain Monte Carlo approach

	6.2 CMB phenomenology in parameterised post-Newtonian cosmology
	6.2.1 Relationship between the PPN parameters
	6.2.2 FLRW background expansion and the acoustic peaks

	6.3 Observational constraints from Planck
	6.3.1 Fixed power law results
	6.3.2 Varying power law results
	6.3.3 Prospects for improved constraints

	6.4 Discussion

	7 The emergence of cosmic anisotropy
	7.1 Modelling anisotropy covariantly
	7.1.1 Spacetime foliations

	7.2 Averaging in anisotropic universes
	7.2.1 Interpretation as an LRS Bianchi cosmology
	7.2.2 Emergent equations of motion

	7.3 Application to Farnsworth models
	7.3.1 Homogeneous foliation
	7.3.2 Matter-rest-space foliation

	7.4 Discussion

	8 Hubble diagrams in statistically homogeneous, anisotropic universes
	8.1 Observables in anisotropic cosmologies
	8.1.1 Emergent LRS dust models
	8.1.2 Calculating the Hubble diagram

	8.2 Plane-symmetric cosmological models
	8.2.1 Dust-filled solutions with R' = 0
	8.2.2 Dust-filled solutions with R' =0

	8.3 An R' = 0 universe with inhomogeneity
	8.3.1 Ray tracing
	8.3.2 Hubble diagrams

	8.4 An R' =0 universe with tilt
	8.4.1 Ray tracing
	8.4.2 Hubble diagrams

	8.5 An R' =0 universe with inhomogeneity
	8.5.1 Ray tracing
	8.5.2 Hubble diagrams

	8.6 Discussion

	9 Conclusions
	A The Einstein-Boltzmann equations
	Bibliography

