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Abstract. The redshift and redshift-distance relation in different Einstein-Straus models are
considered. Specifically, the mean of these observables along 1000 light rays in different specific
models are compared with predictions based on the Dyer-Roeder approximation and relations
based on spatial averaging. It is shown that in certain limits, including those studied earlier in
the literature, the Dyer-Roeder approximation and relations based on spatial averages agree
with each other to a good precision regarding the redshift and redshift-distance relation and
make good predictions of the mean of the exact relations. In limits where the two methods
disagree, the Dyer-Roeder approximation clearly yields the better approximation of the true
mean. This is explained by demonstrating the effect of boundary terms and integrated Sachs-
Wolfe contributions but it is pointed out that the result seems to be valid for other Swiss-cheese
models as well.

An expression for the redshift drift in Einstein-Straus models is presented and used for
studying the behavior of this quantity in particular Einstein-Straus models.
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1 Introduction

The Universe is spatially inhomogeneous but we describe it and interpret observations with the
spatially homogeneous Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) models. This works
remarkably well as seen in e.g. [1] (but is perhaps best illustrated by the precision required
to identify the observational issues that standard cosmology is nonetheless facing - see e.g.
[2–6]). While the observational issues with the ΛCDM model obviously lead to justified in-
trigue and raises important questions, an important issue is also raised by the good overall
agreement between the FLRW model and observations made in a universe that is manifestly
inhomogeneous, with observations based on light beams of different sizes and hence subjected
to vastly different degrees of inhomogeneity. This issue is known as the fitting problem [7, 8].

The fitting problem can be summarized as the questions of how, why and to what extent
observations can be described by a single FLRW model and how this ‘best fit’ FLRW model
is related to the large scale geometry and dynamics of the Universe (this ‘best fit’ FLRW
model will henceforth be referred to as the background). One approach to study the fitting
problem is to consider how spacetime inhomogeneities affect observations. This has been
done in a variety of ways including e.g. with perturbation theory (e.g. [9–18]) and other
types of analytical arguments (e.g. [19–32]), using exact (e.g. [32–58]) and approximate (e.g.
[59–63]) cosmological models, different types of stochastic models (e.g. [64, 65]), numerical
relativity (e.g. [66, 67]) and Newtonian (e.g. [68–70]) and relativistic [71] N-body simula-
tions. The question has also been studied in light of cosmic backreaction [72, 73], in terms of
how to describe mean observations in a universe with non-negligible cosmic backreaction (e.g.
[74–76]) and in the timescape scenario [77–82]. A recent review on the topic of small-scale
inhomogeneities’ effect on observations is given in [83].
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One of the most well-known outcomes of the studies of how inhomogeneities affect
observations is the Dyer-Roeder approximation [24, 25] (see also [26]). The Dyer-Roeder
approximation is a redshift-distance relation which has been modified compared to the or-
dinary FLRW relation in an attempt to take into account the overall effect it has on the
redshift-distance relation that thin beams of light (e.g. from supernovae) probe the Universe
at scales so small that the corresponding matter distribution is best modeled (mainly) as
opaque clumps. The approximation amounts to assuming that the redshift is unaffected by
the inhomogeneities and hence is described according to the background FLRW model, while
the angular diameter distance is approximated by neglecting the Weyl focusing and adjusting
the Ricci focusing with a constant, α. The resulting expression is (c = 1 throughout)

d2DA

dz2
+

(
2

1 + z
+
d lnH

dz

)
dDA

dz
= − 4πGρ

H2 (1 + z)2αDA, (1.1)

where z is the redshift given according to the background FLRW model.
The Dyer-Roeder expression has been modified in several works, e.g. with focus on a

possible redshift dependence of α [30, 64, 84]. This highlights the unfortunate detail that the
value of α is not a priori predicted by the Dyer-Roeder approximation and must therefore
either be considered a new model parameter or somehow estimated.

The Dyer-Roeder approximation has been critiqued by several different authors. Critique
has, for instance, been based on asserting that it is inconsistent to modify the mean density
along the light ray without also modifying the expansion rate [29, 85, 86], including when
computing the redshift1 (see also references in [29]). In addition, some studies show a disagree-
ment with the Dyer-Roeder approximation. One interesting line of study which appears to
not generally agree with the Dyer-Roeder approximation is that which is based on attempting
to relate observations to spatial averages [27, 28, 31]. Specifically, in [27, 28] it was assessed
that if spacetime admits a foliation of spatial hypersurfaces of statistical homogeneity and
isotropy with inhomogeneities evolving slowly compared to the time it takes a light ray to
traverse the assumed homogeneity scale, then the redshift and angular diameter distance can
be computed using spatially averaged quantities according to

d2DA

dz2
av

+

(
2

1 + zav
+
d lnHav

dzav

)
dDA

dzav
= − 4πGρav

H2
av (1 + zav)2DA, (1.2)

where ρav is the smooth density obtained by averaging on some spatial domain above the
homogeneity scale, and Hav is similarly a third of the averaged local expansion rate θ. The
redshift is here given by

1 + zav = exp

(∫ t0

te

dtHav

)
, (1.3)

where t0 is the time of observation and te that of emission. The spatial average of a scalar
S is defined as Sav :=

∫
D SdV∫
D dV

=: 〈S〉, where dV is the proper infinitesimal volume element of

1As in chapter 4 of [87] one may note that multiplying ρ by a constant factor leaves the fluid expansion
rate unchanged according to the mass conservation law for dust. In [87], this is given as an argument for
keeping the expansion rate fixed to that of the background in the Dyer-Roeder approximation. However, such
argument seems to go beyond the original Dyer-Roeder approximation which solely addresses the question
of mean observational relations and it is not clear how such mean observations can be combined with (local
or average) dynamical equations - indeed, understanding how to do this is an essential part of the fitting
problem.
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the spatial hypersurfaces and D is a spatial domain larger than the homogeneity scale.
Equations 1.2 and 1.3 are based on the assumption that the content of the Universe can

be described as dust that is comoving according to the foliation with statistically homoge-
neous and isotropic spatial hypersurfaces. The equations were generalized in [28] but this
generalization will not be needed here.

The predicted relations in equations 1.2 and 1.3 will in the following be referred to as
the “relations based on spatial averages”.

Both the Dyer-Roeder approximation and the relations based on spatial averages are meant
to describe the redshift-distance relation in a mean sense, i.e. after averaging over a large
number of light rays so that fluctuations along the individual light rays due to local inho-
mogeneities can be neglected. While the Dyer-Roeder approximation explicitly assumes that
there are opaque regions that light rays cannot sample, the relations based on spatial averages
were derived assuming that light rays trace spacetime “fairly” i.e. that there are no opaque
regions. A naive extension of the analyses in [27, 28] to include opaque regions would, how-
ever, imply that the averages in equations 1.2 and 1.3 should simply only include the regions
that light rays are permitted to travel through. One then sees that this naive extension and
the Dyer-Roeder approximation do not agree since the Dyer-Roeder approximation misses
the effect inhomogeneities have on the redshift.

The Dyer-Roeder approximation is largely an assumption and e.g. does not provide a recipe
for computing α, making it somewhat less useful for making predictions. On the other hand,
the method based on spatial averages is based on a thorough, detailed analysis which, to this
author’s knowledge, has not been critiqued. It is therefore intriguing that a study based on
an exact solution to the Einstein equations (Einstein-Straus models [88]) showed that for the
studied class of cosmological solutions, the Dyer-Roeder approximation is actually correct
[32]. The study did not include much consideration of spatial averages so it did not pinpoint
why the analyses of [27, 28] as well as the earlier work in e.g. [31] seems to fail for spacetimes
with opaque regions.

The literature does not yet contain clear and hence satisfying answers to the questions col-
lectively going under the name the fitting problem. Obtaining these answers is vital for fully
understanding e.g. the significance of parameter determinations obtained when interpreting
observations with FLRW models, including possible biases which, if not taken into account,
could lead to e.g. wrong determinations of global energy densities, curvature and expansion
rate. The goal with the study presented here is therefore to supplement the study in [32]
by considering light propagation in Einstein-Straus models from the perspective of spatial
averages, in order to obtain a better understanding of under what circumstances the two
redshift-distance relations in equations 1.1 and 1.2 are applicable.

While the redshift and redshift-distance relation are important for interpreting many well-
known observables such as CMB, supernovae and BAO observations, future astrophysical
surveys will include new types of observables. One such example is the redshift drift, ∆z,
which describes how the observed redshift of a given comoving source is seen to change with
time (according to a comoving observer). In an FLRW universe, the redshift drift in a time
interval ∆t0 is given by

∆z = ∆t0(1 + z) (a,t(t0)− a,t(te)) , (1.4)
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i.e. the redshift drift is non-vanishing if the expansion rate of the Universe changes with time
and its sign depends on whether the expansion accelerates or decelerates between the times
of observation and emission.

In an inhomogeneous universe, the expression for the redshift drift is necessarily more
complicated. The expression has been identified in spherically symmetric models with an
observer placed in the center of symmetry [89], Lemaitre-Tolman-Bondi models [90], Szekeres
models [91–93], Stephani models [94] and Bianchi I models [95]. A fairly simple expression
for the redshift drift in a general spacetime can be obtained quite easily by using the exact
definition, ∆z := dz

dt0
∆t0, at least for the case of comoving source and observer. This is shown

in [96] where it is also shown by explicit examples that the mean redshift drift in inhomo-
geneous cosmological models may deviate from the drift of the mean redshift (in agreement
with the results in [97]). The method presented in [96] will here be used to study the redshift
drift in Einstein-Straus models.

In section 2 below, the Einstein-Straus models will be introduced. Section 3 describes how
light propagation can be described in the models. Numerical results and analytical investi-
gations of the (mean) redshift, redshift-distance relation and redshift drift are presented in
section 4 and a summary with concluding remarks is given in section 5.

2 The Einstein-Straus model

Inhomogeneous cosmological models can be constructed as so-called Swiss-cheese models
where spatially spherical regions of an FLRW spacetime are replaced by other solutions to the
Einstein equations. The Einstein-Straus model was introduced in [88] as the first ever Swiss-
cheese model constructed by replacing spatially spherically symmetric patches of an Einstein-
de Sitter (EdS) spacetime with spherically symmetric exterior Schwarzschild patches. Light
propagation was studied in these models already in 1969 in [34] and was recently revisited in
[32, 33] where the model was extended to include a cosmological constant.

The Swiss-cheese model studied here is similar to the original Einstein-Straus model so the
line element of the cheese (the FLRW “background”) is that of the EdS model, i.e.

dscheese = −dT 2 + a2
(
dξ2 + ξ2dΩ2

)
, (2.1)

where a =
(
T
T0

)2/3
is the scale factor normalized to 1 at present time, T = T0.

The line element of the Schwarzschild “holes” is given by

dshole = −A(r)dt2 +B(r)dr2 + r2dΩ2. (2.2)

For the exterior Schwarzschild solution, the metric functions A and B are given by A = 1− 2M
r ,

B =
(
1− 2M

r

)−1, where M is the effective gravitational mass of the central/interior part
of the Schwarzschild spacetime. The exterior Schwarzschild metric represents the vacuum
outside a spherically symmetric massive body and it can be combined with other spacetimes
representing this interior massive region. The interior region can for instance be another
FLRW model or a spherically symmetric Stephani solution [98] but the simplest interior
region is given by the interior Schwarzschild solution. In this case, the metric functions are
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given by

A(r) =

 1
4

(
3
√

1− 2M
rbie
−
√

1− 2Mr2

r3bie

)2
if r < rbie

1− 2M
r otherwise

(2.3)

and

B(r) =


(

1− 2Mr2

r3bie

)−1
if r < rbie(

1− 2M
r

)−1 otherwise
, (2.4)

where rbie denotes the value of r on the boundary between the interior and exterior Schwarzschild
metric. An interior Schwarzschild solution is usually not considered in cosmological contexts
because it describes a perfect fluid with a (in general) non-physical equation of state param-
eter. However, the principles of light propagation do not depend on equation of state param-
eters being physically reasonable. Hence, the interior Schwarzschild region may be used for
studying the principles of light propagation in situations where an interior region is desired.
Minor results will therefore be presented based on including the interior Schwarzschild regions
in the Einstein-Straus model.

The interior Schwarzschild solution has a constant density related to M by ρinterior =
M

4
3
πr3bie

and an r-dependent pressure [99]

p = ρ

√
1− 2Mr2

r3bie
−
√

1− 2M
rbie

3
√

1− 2M
rbie
−
√

1− 2Mr2

r3bie

. (2.5)

This form of the pressure is determined by requiring that the pressure vanishes on the bound-
ary between the interior and exterior Schwarzschild regions. For the models studied here,
the pressure is subdominant to the density to the extent that it is negligible for the precision
needed here.

In order to be an exact solution to the Einstein equations, a Swiss-cheese model must fulfill
the Darmois junction conditions [100] which require the extrinsic curvature as well as the
metric on the boundary between different solutions to be continuous. The Darmois junction
conditions for the Einstein-Straus model are well known (see e.g. [33, 101]) and are

rb = aξb, (2.6)

where rb, ξb are the values of r, ξ at the junction of the two spacetimes, and

M =
4πGρ0

3
ξ3

b, (2.7)

where G is Newton’s constant and ρ0 is the present time energy density in the EdS model.
For a given M , ξb (and hence rb) is uniquely determined. On the other hand, rbie can be
chosen freely, though keeping in mind that GM

rbie
< 4

9 is required to avoid infinite pressure [99],
and that the model can only be considered for time intervals where rbie < rb = rb(t).

Models with three different sets of parameter values will be considered here, with model
parameters specified in section 3.2
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3 Light propagation formalism for the Einstein-Straus model

The straightforward way to study light propagation in an Einstein-Straus model is to use the
null-geodesic equations

d

dλ

(
gαβk

β
)

=
1

2
gµν,αk

µkν (3.1)

and the transport equation (see e.g. [102])

d2Da
b

dλ2
= T ac D

c
b, (3.2)

where λ is an affine parameter along the null geodesic and T ac is the tidal matrix which can
be written as

Tab =

(
R−Re(F) Im(F)
Im(F) R +Re(F)

)
, (3.3)

where R := −1
2Rµνk

µkν and F := −1
2Rαβµν(ε∗)αkβ(ε∗)µkν . Rαβµν is the Riemann tensor

and εµ := Eµ1 + iEµ2 is a complex combination of two orthogonal vectors spanning the space
orthogonal to both kµ and uµ. Eµ1 and Eµ2 must fulfill certain orhonormality conditions,
namely Eµi E

j
µ = δij , E

µ
i uµ = 0 = Eµi kµ, i, j ∈ 1, 2. Eµ1 and Eµ2 are typically parallel

propagated along the light rays with initial conditions fulfilling these requirements. When
the (comoving) observer is placed in the FLRW cheese, initial conditions can be chosen as

Eµ1 ∝
(

0, ξ2

((
kθ
)2

+ sin2(θ)
(
kφ
)2
)
,−krkθ,−krkφ

)
(3.4)

Eµ2 ∝
(

0, 0, kφ,
−kθ

sin2(θ)

)
. (3.5)

The Weyl tensor vanishes in the EdS region so kµkµ = 0 implies that F = 0 there. The
exterior Schwarzschild region is a vacuum spacetime so R = 0 but F 6= 0. In the interior
Schwarzschild spacetime region, both F and R are non-vanishing.

The angular diameter distance is given by DA =
√
|detD|. Therefore, the transport

equation is solved simultaneously with the geodesic equations in order to obtain the exact
redshift-distance relation along individual light rays.

3.1 Redshift drift in Einstein-Straus models

The redshift drift in Einstein-Straus models can be computed following the procedure pre-
sented in [96], i.e. by differentiating 1 + z =

(uαkα)e
(uβkβ)0

with respect to observer present time.

The expression depends on the position of observer and emitter. Here, the redshift drift will
only be computed with both observer and emitter in the FLRW region. In this case, the
expression for the redshift drift is

∆z

∆T0
= −(1 + z)

kT0

∂kT

∂T
|0 +

1

kT0

1

1 + z

∂kT

∂T
|e

= −(1 + z)(
kT0
)2 (dkTdλ − kikT,i

)
|0 +

1

kTe k
T
0

1

1 + z

(
dkT

dλ
− kikT,i

)
|e.

(3.6)

In the limit where the light ray only travels in the EdS region, kT = −1
a and kT,T = 1

kT
dkT

dλ , and
the above expression reduces to the ordinary FLRW expression ∆z = ∆T0 (H0(1 + z)−He)
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Figure 1. Sketch of Swiss-cheese setup illustrating the relationship between ξ0, ξbie and ξb. The
coordinate ξbie := arbie is defined analogously to aξb = rb.

as it should. However, in the Einstein-Straus model, dk
T

dλ := kαkT,α will not necessarily reduce
simply to kTkT,T along the entire light ray. The redshift drift may therefore differ from ∆zEdS

if the particular light ray traverses one or more Schwarzschild regions.

In order to compute the redshift drift, kT,T := ∂kT

∂T must be computed along the light rays.

This is achieved by solving the equations dkµ,ν
dλ simultaneously with the geodesic equations and

the transport equations. The expressions for dkµ,ν
dλ are found from the relation [40]

d

dλ
kµ,ν =

∂

∂xν
dkµ

dλ
− kβ,νk

µ
,β. (3.7)

Since the observer is placed in the FLRW region, initial conditions can be set according to a
spatially homogeneous universe where kµ,x = kµ,y = kµ,z = 0 (which becomes somewhat more
complicated when transforming to spherical coordinates which were used here).

Before moving on, note that the drift of zav is given by a formula similar to that of FLRW
models, namely as ∆zav = ∆T0 ((1 + zav)H0,av −Hav) (see e.g. [103]).

3.2 Numerical implementation

The redshift-distance relation is computed by assembling the Einstein-Straus models on-the-
fly, i.e. along the given light ray during its propagation. In practice, each light ray has been
initialized in the EdS background at a fixed comoving value of ξ, ξ = ξ0 (the value of ξ0 for
each studied model is given in table 1). The initial values of kr, kθ and kφ are random, though
with kr ≤ 0 and such that the null condition is fulfilled with the initial condition kT = −1

c .
When a light ray again reaches ξ = ξ0, it is turned back towards the Schwarzschild structure
with a new random impact parameter. If the inner Schwarzschild region is considered opaque,
a light ray reaching r ≤ rbie is moved back to the previous time it reached ξ = ξ0 and turned
back towards the Schwarzschild structure with new (random) impact parameter.
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Model name M (M�) rbie (Mpc) ξb (Mpc) ξ0 (Mpc)
model 1 1015 1 12.06 12.3
model 2 1016 10 25.99 26.1
model 3 1016 10 25.99 28.5

Table 1. Model parameters of the studied Einstein-Straus models.

A sketch of the setup with boundaries at three radial coordinate values is shown in figure
1. Three different models will be considered, with parameter values given in table1.

At the boundary between the EdS and Schwarzschild region, a coordinate transformation
is necessary. Specifically, (T, ξ) are transformed into (t, r) and the null-vector and screen space
basis vectors are also transformed accordingly. The transformation rules were given in [33]
and are here re-stated for convenience:

dT

dt
= A (3.8)

r = aξ (3.9)

kr = akξ +
√

1−AkT (3.10)

kt =
1

A
kT +

a

A

√
1−Akξ, (3.11)

(Note that for the particular models studied here, |A(rb(T ))− 1| < 10−4 so setting t = T on
the boundary is a reasonable approximation.)

The partial differentials of the FLRW and Schwarzschild coordinates
(
∂T
∂r etc.

)
can be seen

by comparing equations 3.10 and 3.11 with the general formula for coordinate transforma-
tions of 4-vectors, kµ′ = ∂xµ

′

∂xν k
ν . These can then be used to transform covariant derivatives

of kµ between the two coordinate systems according to kµ
′

;ν′ = ∂xµ
′

∂xµ
∂xν

∂xν′
kµ;ν and from these,

the partial derivatives, kµ,ν = kµ;ν − Γµνγkγ , can be computed when going between FLRW and
Schwarzschild regions.

4 Mean observations in Einstein-Straus models

This section presents the results from propagating 1000 light rays out to z = 1 in different
Einstein-Straus models and compares the results to the Dyer-Roeder approximation and the
relations based on spatial averages. An individual light ray may be in either region type
(Schwarzschild or EdS) when it reaches z = 1 but all light rays are initialized in the EdS
region at ξ = ξ0, i.e. the observer is always placed in the EdS region at ξ = ξ0.

Figure 2 shows the mean and dispersion of the redshift-distance relation in model 1 which
has M = 1015M� and rbie = 1Mpc, the inner Schwarzschild region (r < rbie) being opaque.
The observer was placed in the FLRW region at ξ0 = 12.3Mpc. This situation resembles
those studied in [32, 33]. As in [32, 33], it is seen that the Dyer-Roeder approximation over-
estimates the actual mean redshift-distance relation somewhat. As explained in [32], this is
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Figure 2. Mean angular diameter distance along 1000 light rays in model 1. The figure to the left
shows DA while the figure to the right shows δDA := DA−D̄A

D̄A
, where DA is the exact angular diameter

distance along the light rays and D̄A is the angular diameter distance according to either the EdS
model, the expression based on the spatial averaging scheme (“av”) or the Dyer-Roeder approximation
(“DR”). The gray shaded area shows the dispersion around the mean. In the figure to the right, the
dispersion is shown for DA−DA,DR

DA,DR
.

due to shear which is neglected in the Dyer-Roeder approximation and as shown in [65] it can
partially be corrected for.

In [32], it was asserted that spatial averaging is nonsensical in an Einstein-Straus model
because there is no natural way to define a 3+1 foliation in the vacuum regions. The parame-
ter α for the Dyer-Roeder approximation was estimated by the fraction of time the light rays
spent in the Schwarzschild versus FLRW spacetime regions. Here, it is instead claimed that
spatial averaging makes perfect sense in Einstein-Straus models despite there being vacuum
regions; the redshift-distance relation of [27], reiterated in equations 1.2 and 1.3 in the intro-
duction, was specifically derived for averages computed on spatial hypersurfaces of statistical
homogeneity and isotropy. It is therefore the distribution of structures that determines the
“natural” 3+1 foliation for spatial averaging, also in the Einstein-Straus model where there
are vacuum regions. Since the Einstein-Straus models studied here are based on distributing
Schwarzschild holes randomly in an FLRW cheese, it is the hypersurfaces of constant T which
represent the hypersurfaces of statistical homogeneity and isotropy and hence the hypersur-
faces on which the spatial averages should be computed.

Figure 2 serves to explicitly show that, in fact, the Dyer-Roeder approximation and
the relation based on spatial averages give the same prediction for the behavior of the mean
redshift-distance relation for this particular model - and it also does so in the models studied
in [32, 33]. To understand why the two procedures give the same prediction, it is necessary
to compute the spatially averaged quantities on the spatially spherical region corresponding
to ξ ≤ ξ0, excluding the opaque region at the center. To do this, first note that the deviation
of A from unity is sub-percent for at least 0.1 . r, so the hypersurfaces of t =const. make a
good approximation to the hypersurfaces corresponding to T =const.. Therefore, the spatial
averages on the relevant region (ξ ≤ ξ0, r ≥ rbie) are the spatial averages on the surface with
constant T in the region ξb ≤ ξ ≤ ξ0 plus the spatial averages on the surface with constant t
in the region rbie ≤ r ≤ rb. The deviations of B from 1 is sub-percent as well, so this is also
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set to 1 when computing spatial averages. Lastly, since sub-percent accuracy is not of interest
in this study, the volume of the opaque inner region may be neglected because it makes up
such a small fraction of the entire relevant spatial volume.

The relevant spatially averaged quantities are now straight forward to compute and are

〈ρ〉 =

∫ ξ0
ξb
ξ2dξρEdS

1
3ξ

3
0

=
ρEdS

(
ξ3

0 − ξ3
b

)
ξ3

0

:= αρEdS (4.1)

〈θ〉 =
3HEdS

(
ξ3

0 − ξ3
b

)
ξ3

0

+ 〈θb〉 . (4.2)

In the computations, it was utilized that the Schwarzschild metric is stationary so has θ = 0,
while θ = 3HEdS in the EdS region.

Equation 4.1 gives the prediction for the Dyer-Roeder parameter α used when computing
the Dyer-Roeder approximated redshift-distance relation for figure 2, namely α =

ξ30−ξ3b
ξ30

.
Equation 4.2 highlights that in order to compute the average expansion rate determining zav

(see equation 1.3), the contribution from the boundary expansion rate, θb, must be obtained.
This boundary term appears because the velocity field of comoving observers changes abruptly
on the boundary between the Schwarzschild and EdS regions. As shown in appendix A, such
finite jumps can be modeled through a Heaviside function which upon taking a derivative (to
go to the expansion rate) becomes a delta function, indicating that the boundary itself must
be attributed an expansion rate. The value of the boundary expansion rate can be estimated
by considering a Lemaitre-Tolman-Bondi (LTB) model [104–106] which for ξ > ξb expands as
an EdS model while being static for ξ < ξb. This estimate is computed in appendix A where
it is found to be

θb = ξδ(ξ − ξb)HEdS, (4.3)

where δ(ξ − ξb) is the delta function centered at ξ = ξb.

Inserting this estimate for θb into equation 4.2 yields

〈θ〉 =
(ξ3

0 − ξ3
b )HEdS +

∫ ξ0
0 dξHEdSδ(ξ − ξb)ξ3

1
3ξ

3
0

=
(ξ3

0 − ξ3
b )HEdS + ξ3

bHEdS
1
3ξ

3
0

= 3HEdS.

(4.4)

Thus, the volume averaged expansion rate on surfaces of statistical homogeneity and isotropy
is that of the EdS model 2 . This implies that the naive extension of the analyses of [27, 28, 31]
to include opaque regions predicts that, to a good approximation and for this particular setup,
the mean redshift-distance relation is the same as in the Dyer-Roeder approximation with the
equation for DA modified by α =

ξ20−ξ3b
ξ30

and the redshift given according to the background.

2Note that this result must be insensitive to the exact foliation used in the Schwarzschild region as long as
the spatial hypersurfaces only deviate little from the t = const. hypersurfaces. It is possible that hypersurface
foliations fulfilling this requirement as well as having a smooth expansion rate across the boundary between the
Schwarzschild and FLRW regions exist, whereby the result can be obtained without introducing a boundary
contribution, θb. This e.g. seems to be the case for the hypersurfaces orthogonal to the free-falling velocity
fields discussed in [32].
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Figure 3. Mean angular diameter distance along 1000 light rays in model 2. The figure to the left
shows DA while the figure to the right shows δDA := DA−D̄A

D̄A
, where DA is the exact angular diameter

distance along the light rays and D̄A is the angular diameter distance according to either the EdS
model, the expression based on the spatial averaging scheme (“av”), the Dyer-Roeder approximation
(“DR”) or a modified Dyer-Roeder scheme (“modified DR”). A shaded area is included in the figure
to the right to show the dispersion around the mean when D̄A is given according to the Dyer-Roeder
approximation. A dispersion is not included in the figure to the left as it would not be discernible.
Close-ups are shown in the figure to the right.

The results presented above show that the Dyer-Roeder approximation and the competing
results based on spatial averages actually agree in the cases studied above and in [32, 33].
These setups are therefore ill-suited for distinguishing between the two approaches with ex-
plicit examples. In order to distinguish between the two approaches, a model that leaves
〈θ〉 6≈ 3HEdS must be considered. This is easily achieved by extending the opaque, inte-
rior Schwarzschild region. For concreteness, an Einstein-Straus model with rbie = 10Mpc,
ξ0 = 26.1Mpc and M = 1016M� has been studied (model 2). The large mass is introduced
in order to exaggerate the effects of the inhomogeneities. The spatial averages must now be
computed using the more accurate formulas (still neglecting the deviations of A,B from 1)

〈ρ〉 = ρEdS
ξ3

0 − ξ3
b

ξ3
0 − ξ3

bie

:= αρEdS (4.5)

〈θ〉 = 3HEdS
ξ3

0

ξ3
0 − ξ3

bie

, (4.6)

where ξbie := rbie/a.

This time, the average expansion rate is significantly different from the EdS expansion
rate and hence the volume averaged scale factor and corresponding redshift will deviate from
the EdS redshift. The prediction of the spatially averaged redshift-distance relation there-
fore differs from that of the Dyer-Roeder approximation. This is seen in figure 3 where the
mean and dispersion of the redshift-distance relation along 1000 light rays in model 2 are
shown. As seen, the Dyer-Roeder approximation makes a good approximation of the mean
redshift-distance relation while the predictions based on spatially averaged quantities are
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Model α

1 ∼ 0.06
2 ∼ 0.01− 0.02
3 ∼ 0.25− 0.33

Table 2. Value of α in mean-redshift interval z ∈ [0, 1] for the studied models. Values are approximate
as indicated by “∼”.

clearly wrong. Following critique given of the Dyer-Roeder approximation in e.g. [29, 86],
a mix between the Dyer-Roeder approximation and the method based on spatial averages,
where all quantities in the equation for the angular diameter distance are the spatial averages
while the redshift is the EdS redshift, is also included. This ‘modified Dyer-Roeder approxi-
mation’ does a poorer job than the ordinary Dyer-Roeder approximation does.

Note now that in both the models studied so far, α has been quite small. This means
that the mean redshift-distance relations in models 1 and 2 are nearly those of empty beams.
It is instructive to also look at a model which has a somewhat larger α. For this purpose,
model 3 is constructed using the same parameters as model 2 except that it includes a larger
FLRW volume. α for all three models is shown in table 2. Note that α varies in time because
ξbie does.

Figure 4 shows the redshift-distance relation for model 3. The Dyer-Roeder approxi-
mation clearly still gives a much better approximation of the actual mean redshift-distance
relation than the relations based on spatial averages and is also still better than the modified
Dyer-Roeder approximation (though only barely). However, the difference between the Dyer-
Roeder approximation and the actual mean redshift-distance relation is more significant than
it was for models 1 and 2. This indicates that the spatial average used for computing α does
not exactly capture the spacetime felt by the light rays on average; any such imprecision in
averages will for the Dyer-Roeder approximation only affect α and hence does not have much
impact when α is close to zero but will become visible when α becomes of order 0.1− 1.

It is not surprising that the spatial averages do not coincide exactly with the “mean”
spacetime felt by the light rays. First of all, the spatial averages on hypersurfaces of statis-
tical homogeneity and isotropy can only in the case of a stationary metric be expected to
correspond exactly to the mean felt by light rays. Second of all, as already discussed, the
hypersurfaces used here for computing spatial averages and hence α are only approximately
those of spatial homogeneity and isotropy. Lastly, while it is only the spherical regions for
which r ≤ rbie which are modeled as opaque, these opaque spheres effectively block an entire
cone of the spacetime ξ ≤ ξ0 which a light ray cannot traverse. The correct volume averages
must therefore be modified compared to those used above where only the spherical regions
were considered opaque. However, the good agreement between the Dyer-Roeder approxima-
tion and mean redshift-distance relation in model 3 indicates that the spatial averages used
here constitute quite good approximations of the average spacetime probed by the light rays.

Since the redshift is the quantity which most clearly differs between the Dyer-Roeder approx-
imation and the relations based on spatial averages, it is instructive to look at the redshift in
more detail. This in done in the following subsection.
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Figure 4. Mean angular diameter distance along 1000 light rays in model 3. The figure to the left
shows DA while the figure to the right shows δDA := DA−D̄A

D̄A
, where DA is the exact angular diameter

distance along the light rays and D̄A is the angular diameter distance according to either the EdS
model, the expression based on the spatial averaging scheme (“av”), the Dyer-Roeder approximation
(“DR”) or a modified Dyer-Roeder scheme (“modified DR”). A shaded area is included in the figure
to the right to show the dispersion around the mean when D̄A is given according to the Dyer-Roeder
approximation. A dispersion is not included in the figure to the left as it would not be discernible.
Close-ups are shown in the figure to the right.

4.1 Redshift contributions

Figure 5 shows the mean of the deviation in the redshift compared to the EdS redshift for
models 1, 2 and 3. As seen, in all three cases, the deviations from the EdS redshift are only
around 0.2 % for z ≈ 1, so the mean redshift is in all the studied cases very well approximated
by the background redshift, zEdS. One may however note that there seems to be an offset in
the mean redshifts compared to the EdS redshift. This offset is clearest in models 2 and 3.
It has been verified that this result is not a statistical fluke by computing the redshift along
several different sets of 1000 random light rays. The offset seems to be robust. The origin of
this offset has not been identified. As the offset is quite small, it is not of particular interest
in this study and will not be considered further.

In order to better understand why the Dyer-Roeder approximation makes a much better
prediction of the redshift-distance relation than the method based on spatial averages does,
it is instructive to look at the different contributions to the redshift according to the general
expression

1 + z = exp

(∫ t0

t
Γdt

(
1

3
θ + σαβe

αeβ + u̇αeα

))
, (4.7)

where eα = − kα

kβuβ
− uα is the spatial direction vector of the light ray, u̇α := uβ∇βuα is the

fluid acceleration and Γ is the lapse function which is equal to 1 in the EdS region and to A in
the Schwarzschild region. These different contributions to the redshift are discussed in detail
below and are shown in figure 6 along single, random light rays in model 2 and variations of
model 2 with different values of rbie.
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Figure 5. Fluctuations in the redshift, δz := zexact−zEdS

zexact
, along 1000 light rays for models 1, 2 and

3. The black line shows the mean while the shaded area shows the dispersion. The negative valued
lower rim of the dispersion is indicated in cyan through absolute values.

In the Schwarzschild region, the only contribution comes from the acceleration of the
source. In the exterior Schwarzschild region there is no natural velocity field to choose but
in the interior region, the natural choice would be the velocity of the (comoving) fluid. This
velocity field is usch

µ =
(
−
√
A, 0, 0, 0

)
with corresponding acceleration u̇Sch

µ =
(

0, 1
2
A,r
A , 0, 0

)
.

This velocity field is also chosen in the exterior Schwarzschild metric. In [32, 33], another
velocity field was chosen, namely one of a free-falling observer. It does not matter much which
velocity field is chosen in the Schwarzschild region; the difference between the redshift seen by
different observers is a matter of a local Doppler term so the choice will not affect the redshift
of light emitted by a comoving source in the EdS region and seen by the comoving observer
also in the EdS region and it therefore does not affect the mean redshift significantly. One
may note though that for a non-vacuum region, the velocity field of the fluid component is
natural to choose not only because it is the velocity field representing the only actual source in
the model, but also because this source directly affects the spacetime geometry and dynamics
and therefore its velocity can be expressed through the metric functions.
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Figure 6. Redshift components along individual light rays for models with M = 1016M�, ξ0 =
26.1Mpc and different values of rbie. The contribution from the acceleration, 1 + zSch, is nearly zero
so is not included in the main figures but is instead shown in separate close-ups in each subfigure. In
the top right figure, the contributions from the fluctuations in the shear are shown both with respect
to the background value (3HEdS) and the spatial average with spatial averages not including opaque
regions (< θ >).

The redshift contribution from a single traversal of a Schwarzschild region is given by

1 + zsch = exp

(∫ to

ti

dt
√
Au̇αeα

)
= exp

(
−1

2

∫ to

ti

dt
√
A
A,r
A

kr

uSch
t kt

)

= exp

(∫ ro

ri

dr
1

2

A,r√
A

)
= exp

(∫ ro

ri

dr
d

dr
ln
√
A

)
=

√
A(rb(to))

A(rb(ti))
=

√√√√1− 2M
rb(to)

1− 2M
rb(ti)

,

(4.8)

where the subscript i indicates entry into the Schwarzschild region and o indicates exit out of
it. The second equality is based on noting that the spatial part of eµ is simply ei = ki

−kt
√
A
.

The expression for 1 + zSch found above is just the ordinary expression for the redshift
in the Schwarzschild metric as seen by a comoving observer (observing a comoving source).
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The overall contribution to the redshift upon traversing an entire Schwarzschild region is
purely due to the expansion of the Schwarzschild region’s boundary and is hence an inte-
grated Sachs-Wolfe/Rees-Sciama effect [107–109] as was also noted in [32]. Note that the
contribution fluctuates as the light ray traverses a Schwarzschild hole and that it is only upon
traversal of an entire hole that the contribution can be considered an ISW/Reese-Sciama
effect.

In the EdS region, the only contribution to the redshift is that due to the expansion. Thus,
the contribution to the redshift from traversing one EdS region is

1 + zEdS = exp

(∫ T2

T1

HEdSdT

)
=
aEdS(T1)

aEdS(T2)
. (4.9)

T1 and T2 denote the time coordinates when the light ray enters and exits the EdS region,
respectively.

The remaining contribution to the redshift comes from the boundary between the EdS and
exterior Schwarzschild regions. As with the volume averages, the contribution from the bound-
ary can be estimated by modeling the boundary as an LTB model. The details are given in
appendix A where it is shown that there is a delta function contribution to the shear in
addition to the delta function contribution to the expansion rate that was used earlier for
computing the volume averaged expansion rate. Specifically, the shear contribution from the
boundary is

σβα = ξHEdSδ(ξ − ξb) · diag
(

0,
2

3
,−1

3
,−1

3

)
. (4.10)

The two contributions to the redshift from crossing the boundary once are thus

1 + zθb = exp

(
1

3

∫ T2

T1

dTξHEdSδ(ξ − ξb)

)
= exp

(
1

3

∫ ξ2

ξ1

dξ
kT

kξ
ξHEdSδ(ξ − ξb)

)
= exp

(
1

3

∣∣∣∣kTkξ
∣∣∣∣
b

ξbHEdS

) (4.11)

and

1 + zσb = exp

(∫ T2

T1

dTσβαe
αeβ

)
= exp

(∫ T2

T1

dT

(
a2HEdSξδ(ξ − ξb)

3 (kT )2

[
2
(
kξ
)2
− ξ2

(
kθ
)2
− ξ2 sin2(θ)

(
kφ
)2
]))

= exp

(∫ ξ2

ξ1

dξ

(
a2HEdSξδ(ξ − ξb)

3 |kξkT |

[
2
(
kξ
)2
− ξ2

(
kθ
)2
− ξ2 sin2(θ)

(
kφ
)2
]))

= exp

(
a2HEdSξb

3 |kTkξ|

[
2
(
kξ
)2
− ξ2

b

(
kθ
)2
− ξ2

b sin2(θ)
(
kφ
)2
]
|b
)
,

(4.12)
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where the integration limits are arbitrary, though only including the boundary once. The
two contributions can be multiplied to form a simple expression by noting that the spherical
symmetry of the situation implies that we can without loss of generality consider a light ray
traveling in a plane with one of the angles kept constant. Keeping the polar angle constant
and equal to π/2, the null condition then leads to3

kξ = ± 1

aEdS
kT sin(φb) (4.13)

kφ = ± 1

aEdSξb
kT cos(φb), (4.14)

where φb is the angle of impact between the light ray and the boundary with φb = π/2
corresponding to a radial light ray. We can therefore write the total boundary contribution
to the redshift as

1 + zb : = (1 + zσb)(1 + zθb)

= exp

(
1

3

∣∣∣∣kTkξ
∣∣∣∣
b

ξbHEdS +
HEdSξb

3 |kTkξ|

[
2
(
kT sin(φb)

)2 − (kT cos(φb)
)2] |b)

= exp (aEdSHEdSξb sin(φb)) .

(4.15)

For each hole a light ray traverses, it crosses the boundary twice, so the total boundary
contribution from traversing a single Schwarzschild region is

1 + zb2 := exp [aEdS(Tin)HEdS(Tin)ξbin
sin(φbin

) + aEdS(Tout)HvEdS(tout)ξbout sin(φbout)] ,
(4.16)

where Tin and Tout are the FLRW time coordinate values at which the light ray enters and
exits the Schwarzschild region, respectively. The spherical symmetry means that sin(φbin

) =
sin(φbout) and since the holes are modest in size, ξbin ≈ ξbout . Subscripts in(out) will therefore
be omitted on these quantities in the following.

Note now that, for a light ray in EdS spacetime,

aEdS(Tin(out))ξb sin(φb) = aEdS(Tin(out))

∫
∆Tin(out)

dT

aEdS
≈ ∆Tin(out), (4.17)

where ∆Tin(out) is the time it takes for the light ray to travel the comoving distance ξb sin(φb)
at T ≈ Tin(out) in the EdS spacetime. The approximation indicated by “≈” in equation
4.17 corresponds to neglecting the evolution of aEdS during this travel time. The EdS red-
shift corresponding to the time interval the light ray travels in a Schwarzschild hole can be
approximated as

1 + zEdS = exp

(∫ Tout

Tin

dTHEdS

)
= exp

(∫
∆ξ
dξaEdSHEdS

)
≈ exp (ξb sin(φb) [aEdS(Tin)HEdS(Tin) + aEdS(Tout)HEdS(Tout)]) ,

(4.18)

where ∆ξ represents the change in the coordinate ξ along the light ray. The approximation
indicated by “≈” corresponds to assuming (again) that aEdS and HEdS do not change during

3The possibility of writing kα this way and using it to write the simple expression for (1 + zσb)(1 + zθb)
given in equation 4.15 even for non-radial light rays was pointed out to the author by Pierre Fleury.
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travel time into and out of the hole. In addition, the approximation requires that the travel
time into and out of the Schwarzschild hole actually corresponds to ∆Tin(out) of equation 4.17.
The latter approximation becomes better the further a light ray is from the central structure.
The former approximation becomes better the less time a light ray spends in a given hole.
In both cases, the approximation thus becomes better the further the light ray is from being
radial. The small values of δz in figure 5 indicates that the approximation is good for all the
studied models.

Figure 6 shows 1 + zSch for three different versions of model 2. The contribution 1 + zSch

fluctuates noticeably with peaks where the light rays come close to the central regions where
the Schwarzschild mass is concentrated. The contribution to the total redshift is negligibly
small in all three models though. The fluctuations in 1 + zSch is an order of magnitude larger
in the model with small inner region which is due to the larger deviation of A from 1 due to
the higher density in the inner Schwarzschild region in this model. The accumulated 1 + zSch

along the light rays is slightly smaller (approximately by a factor of 2.5) in the model with
large opaque centers which is as expected since the light rays in this model spend less time in
a given Schwarzschild region which naturally makes the contribution to 1 + zSch from passing
through any single Schwarzschild region smaller compared to the two other models where light
rays can pass closer by the centers. This highlights the most important point with the redshift
analysis (also discussed in [32]): The sole contribution to the redshift from passing through a
Schwarzschild region (not including the boundary), is a small ISW effect which is negligible
compared to the boundary and background contributions. Therefore, it is largely irrelevant
whether or not there are sub-regions inside the Schwarzschild region which the light rays are
not permitted to traverse. Consequently, the redshift will not in general be well described
through a spatial average of the expansion rate as in equation 1.3 if light rays are restricted
from propagating through certain spacetime regions and spatial averages are computed by
omitting these regions. It must be emphasized that the analyses in [27, 28] do not specifically
address this type of situation. The results obtained here show by explicit example that the
results in [27, 28] cannot in general be naively extended to this type of situation where there
are opaque regions in the considered spacetime.

Another way of viewing the result from the above redshift analysis is that the main effect the
Schwarzschild regions have on the redshift occur at the boundary and is thus independent
of whether or not there are regions interior to the boundary that the light ray is not per-
mitted to trace. It is then natural to consider if the result could be an artifact arising from
the sharp boundary between the EdS and Schwarzschild regions. However, figure 3 in [38]
indicates4 that the same can be expected in Szekeres [110] and LTB [104–106] Swiss-cheese
models, i.e. the redshift will be well described through the expansion rate averaged over all
space, regardless of whether central regions are made opaque. This is despite the Szekeres and
LTB models smoothly transitioning to their FLRW backgrounds rather than having abrupt
δ-function boundaries.

For completeness, the redshift-distance relation is in figure 7 shown for model 2 with the

4Specifically, the figure shows the contributions to the redshift along light rays in different LTB and Szekeres
Swiss-cheese models. From the figure, it is seen that upon traversing an inhomogeneous region the redshift
will, to a good approximation, be the same as if it had simply traveled in the background regardless of the
impact parameter.
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Figure 7. Mean angular diameter distance along 1000 light rays in Einstein-Straus model with
transparent interior regions ofM = 1016M� and rbie = 10Mpc (i.e. model 2 with interior regions made
transparent). The figure to the left shows DA while the figure to the right shows δDA :=

DA−DA,EdS

DA,EdS
.

A shaded area is included to show the dispersion around the mean. A close-up is also shown in the
figure to the right. The figure to the left shows DA as a black line and DA,EdS as a cyan dotted line
but the two lines overlap so precisely that they look like a single (black) line.

interior region made transparent. In this case, all the methods for describing the mean ob-
servations predict the same result, namely that the mean redshift-distance relation is simply
that given by the EdS background and as seen in the figure, this prediction is correct. Note
though, that the dispersion around the mean is much larger here than in the corresponding
model with opaque interiors. This is because the light rays are much more affected by shear
in the case of transparent interiors.

4.2 Redshift drift

It was above found that the mean redshift is described well by the background EdS model
and not the spatial average of the regions that the light rays were permitted to traverse.
This could be interpreted as indicating that the redshift depends mostly on local quantities
at the spacetime points of emission and observation. However, the relation between kµ0 and
kµe depends on the light path and therefore the redshift must also to some extent depend on
the particular light ray’s path between the source and observer and not solely on the local
qualities of spacetime at the points of emission and observation. This claim is in fact in
agreement with the results found above, namely that the redshift in the Schwarzschild region
is very different from the redshift in a pure Schwarzschild model while the redshift in the EdS
region is only modified slightly compared to in a pure EdS spacetime - in accordance with
the Schwarzschild region affecting kµ very modestly compared to the EdS region.

The redshift drift is more a local quantity than the redshift because the redshift drift
depends on the derivatives dkT

dλ and not only fractions of kT . Since dkT

dλ 6= kTkT;T in general
and because kα depends on an integral along the light ray, the redshift drift also depends to
some extent on the spacetime along the individual light rays and not only on local quantities.
It is therefore interesting to look at the mean redshift drift in exact, inhomogeneous solutions
to the Einstein equations, in order to learn about the behavior of redshift drift.
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Figure 8. Redshift drift along light rays after traversing a single Schwarzschild region at different
angles, with more radial impact parameters indicated by larger redshift. The top figures are for
model 1 while the bottom figures are for the model 2. The figures to the left show the redshift drift
for δT0 = 30years, scaled by a factor of 109. The thick solid lines (overlapping dots, really) represent
light rays that have not entered the interior Schwarzschild region and are thus labeled as “opaque”.
The figures to the right show δ∆z := δz−δzEdS

δzEdS
and only depicts results for light rays that have not

traveled through an interior Schwarzschild region.

Figure 8 shows the redshift drift of 500 light rays after traversing a single Schwarzschild
structure once with different impact parameters. The results are shown for models 1 and
2. The redshift drift is shown as a function of the value of the redshift after traversing the
structure, where a larger redshift indicates a longer travel time and hence that the impact
with the Schwarzschild metric has been with a more direct (radial) angle. The thick lines
show the redshift drift for light rays that have not traveled through the interior regions and
thus indicate the results for the opaque models. The thin cyan lines represent the models
with transparent interiors and hence include light rays that have traveled through the interior
regions. Clearly, the redshift drift is significantly altered along light rays that travel through
the structures, but for the models with opaque regions, the redshift drift is modified very
little compared to the EdS prediction. In fact, the dispersion seen in the subfigures to the
right in figure 8 is a manifestation of the precision (10−16) of the computations being reached.
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Note that for model 1, ∆zEdS and ∆zav are identical and hence only ∆zEdS is shown.
For model 2, the difference between the two is clear and ∆zav gives a poor description of
∆z (as expected considering the results found earlier regarding the mean redshift). For this
reason, the quantity ∆z−∆zav

∆zav
is not computed.

The results presented in figure 8 imply that the redshift drift will be well approximated
by ∆zEdS in Einstein-Straus models if the interior regions are opaque. If on the other hand
the interior regions are not opaque the mean will deviate from ∆zEdS. However, the fraction
of light rays that will traverse significantly into the interior Schwarzschild region will be mod-
est so the bias will presumably not be very big. Indeed, the mean of the δ∆z for the results
shown in figure 8 for the two models with transparent interiors are approximately 0.0026
(= 1015M�) and 0.0011 (= 1016M�). For the opaque versions, the means are 5.5 · 10−7 and
9.5 · 10−6. The means of the opaque models are several orders of magnitudes smaller than
for the transparent models but even for the transparent models, the means are quite modest
(sub-percent). The accumulated effect of the structures on the redshift drift after traversing
many structures will therefore presumably be modest despite the striking behavior for light
rays traversing through the interiors.

The prominent deviation between ∆zEdS and ∆z for light rays traversing the interior
Schwarzschild regions is striking and merits further consideration. However, to meaningfully
consider it further requires using model setups reminiscent of the relevant real scenario, i.e.
light rays traversing through realistic regions with sources and observer position realistic com-
pared to the sources expected to be used for redshift drift measurements in the future. This
is beyond the scope of the work presented here. Note especially that the large deviation from
∆zEdS is due to kT;Tk

T beginning to deviate from dKT

dλ . Since this apparently happens (sig-
nificantly) only from propagating in the interior Schwarzschild region and not already when
propagating through the exterior Schwarzschild region, the effect must depend crucially on
the exact form of the metric functions. A meaningful quantification of the effect therefore
requires using a realistic interior region (if it can be justified physically to let light rays travel
through the interior regions at all).

4.3 Note on interior FLRW regions

As mentioned in section 2, an FLRW metric can be joined with the Schwarzschild metric
in such a way that the FLRW metric is interior to the vacuum Schwarzschild region. The
boundary between the interior FLRW metric and the exterior Schwarzschild metric is anal-
ogous to the boundary between the exterior FLRW region and the exterior Schwarzschild
region. Therefore, the redshift-distance results obtained above do not change much if an
interior FLRW region is included. Specifically, the average expansion rate will still be that of
the exterior FLRW region: Denoting the radial coordinate of the inner FLRW region by ξ̄,
the average expansion rate is

〈θ〉 =

(
ξ3

0 − ξ3
b

)
Hb +

∫
b dξHbδ(ξ − ξb)ξ3 + ξ̄3

bieHbie −
∫

bie dξ̄Hbieδ(ξ̄ − ξ̄bie)ξ̄
3

1
3ξ

3
0

=
ξ3

0Hb + ξ̄3
bieHbie − ξ̄3

bieHbie
1
3ξ

3
0

= 3Hb,

(4.19)

where subscripts b indicate FLRW values on the outer boundary, and bie on the inner bound-
ary. Integrals

∫
ξb

are integrals over an interval that contains ξ = ξb and similarly for
∫
ξbie

.

– 21 –



The reason that the average expansion rate is still that of the outer FLRW region is that
the expansion rate contribution from the inner FLRW region cancels with the contribution
from the inner boundary. The same thing happens when computing the redshift: There is a
non-negligible redshifting of light as it propagates through the inner FLRW region, but this is
largely canceled by the effects from the inner boundary (see the discussion around equations
4.11-4.18).

See e.g. [111–113] for early studies on light propagation in models with both inner and
outer FLRW regions joined through a Schwarzschild vacuum.

5 Summary

Several particular Einstein-Straus models were studied in terms of their light propagation
qualities in order to compare mean observations with predictions based on spatial averaging
and the Dyer-Roeder approximation. In agreement with earlier studies, it was shown with
explicit examples that the Dyer-Roeder approximation gives a good description of the mean
redshift-distance relation when contributions from shear is small. It was also shown that the
relation based on spatial averages gives the same prediction as the Dyer-Roeder approxima-
tion in models with parameter values similar to those of earlier studies. When choosing a
setup where the two approximations differ significantly, it was found that the Dyer-Roeder
approximation gives the correct result while the method based on spatial averages under-
estimates the angular diameter distance significantly at high redshift. This shows that the
relations obtained in [27, 28], where the redshift-distance relation is based on spatially aver-
aged quantities, cannot be naively generalized to spacetimes with opaque regions. While the
results shown here are specifically based on Einstein-Straus models, results presented earlier
(figure 3 in [38]) indicate that this is the case for any Swiss-cheese model. It is important
to learn how relevant these results are for real observations, i.e. which observables should be
considered based on light rays propagating through a universe with opaque regions, what is
the size and mass of these regions, and do the results presented here describe such opaque
regions in terms of their effects on mean observations in general or are the results found here
a specific feature of the Swiss-cheese models.
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A Boundary contributions to expansion rate and shear

This appendix serves to compute the contributions to the shear and expansion rate on
the boundary between EdS and Schwarzschild regions by describing the region through a
Lemaitre-Tolman-Bondi (LTB) model [104–106].

The LTB model is a spherically symmetric dust solution to the Einstein equations. Its line
element can be written as

ds2 = −dt2 +
R2
,ξ(t, ξ)

1− k(ξ)
dξ2 +R2(t, ξ)dΩ2. (A.1)

The metric function R can be considered an FLRW scale factor generalized to include radial
dependence. This is seen through the dynamical equation R2

,t = 2M
R − k.

A straightforward computation shows that the local expansion rate and shear tensor compo-
nents are given by

θ = 2
R,t
R

+
R,tξ
R,ξ

(A.2)

σβα = diag
(

0,
2

3
,−1

3
,−1

3

)(
R,tξ
R,ξ
− R,t

R

)
(A.3)

One may construct an LTB model consisting of a central static region surrounded by an EdS
spacetime. The transition between the two regions can be constructed e.g. using a function
that transitions smoothly between the two spacetimes. The transition between the two regions
can be made as fast (in the radial direction) as one wishes, with the limit being a Heaviside
function-like transition. This is the case that best corresponds to the situation in the Swiss
cheese models studied in the main text, where the transition between EdS and Schwarzschild
spacetimes occurs at a specific ξ-value rather than smoothly over an extended ξ-interval. In
this case, R,t can be approximated as Θ(ξb)aEdS,t ξ, where Θ(ξb) is the Heaviside function.
The non-vanishing expansion rate of this model is

θ(ξ ≥ ξb) = 2
aEdS,t

aEdS
+
aEdS,t + ξδ(ξ − ξb)aEdS,t

aEdS

= 3HEdS + ξδ(ξ − ξb)HEdS,

(A.4)

where δ(ξ − ξb) is the delta function, entering into the expression as the derivative of the
Heaviside function. Similarly, the shear is

σβα = diag
(

0,
2

3
,−1

3
,−1

3

)
ξHEdSδ(ξ − ξb). (A.5)

The boundary contributions (proportional to δ(ξ − ξb)) can be used to estimate the
boundary contributions of shear and expansion rate in the Swiss-cheese models studied in the
main text.
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