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Recent observations indicate a 4.9σ tension between the CMB and quasar dipoles. This tension
challenges the cosmological principle. We propose that if we live in a gigaparsec scale void, the
CMB and quasar dipolar tension can be reconciled. This is because we are unlikely to live at the
center of the void. And a 15% offset from the center will impact the quasars and CMB differently
in their dipolar anisotropies. As we consider a large and thick void, our setup can also ease the
Hubble tension.

Introduction – The cosmological principle is a funda-
mental postulate in modern cosmology, assuming that
the Universe is homogeneous and isotropic on large
scales, independent of location of observers [1]. Based on
the cosmological principle, the Lambda cold dark matter
(ΛCDM) model [2–4] is established and considered as the
standard model of cosmology.

With the development of precision cosmology, new ob-
servable results show hints of inconsistencies between ob-
servations and the cosmological principle, e.g., the detec-
tion of cosmic dipole such as cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) dipole [5] and quasar dipole [6] may be
inconsistent and indicate an anisotropic observable uni-
verse. Also, the Hubble tension between its local mea-
surements [7, 8] and the value from Planck [9], which may
be interpreted as the existence of a local inhomogeneous
structure [10, 11]. A fundamental explanation is needed
in these problems.

In reconciling the inconsistency between observations
and the cosmological principle, a number of models have
been proposed, such as introducing new physical sce-
narios in solving the Hubble tension [12–18] and using
the peculiar motion of observers in explaining the cosmic
dipole [19, 20]. However, the tension between the CMB
dipole and quasar dipole remains unsolved. The ampli-
tude of the quasar dipole is over twice as large as the
expected value in kinematic interpretation of the CMB
dipole. This inconsistency has 4.9σ significance [6]. Such
a large quasar dipole anisotropy still exists after remov-
ing the standard kinematic dipole in CMB frame, which
may indicate the existence of a local anisotropic structure
[21].

The introduction of a Gpc-scale local void changes the
story. A local underdense region with us as observers in-
side could cause the detection of obvious peculiar motion
of nearby supernovae (SNe). A Gpc-scale void makes
sure that almost all detected SNe live inside, which bi-
ases local measurement of Hubble parameter and ease
the Hubble tension (see [10] for more details). Since it is
very unlikely for the position of the Milky Way to locate
at the exact center of this local void, the observational
anisotropy would be induced by an off-center location of

observers inside the void [22–24].

In this Letter, we propose that the amplitude inconsis-
tency between CMB and quasar dipoles can also be ex-
plained by our offset from the center of a void. Due to the
existence of such an anisotropic spacetime in an off-center
void, the detected photons from different directions have
experienced different cosmic expansion histories, which
causes an anisotropy in their cosmic redshifts. The CMB
dipole and quasar dipole, measured from CMB tempera-
ture perturbations and hemisphere quasar number count-
ing [25] respectively, could also be in part attributed to
the redshift dipole anisotropy. Since the redshift dipole
is induced by anisotropic matter distribution inside the
void, it reaches a peak value at the boundary of the void.
Thus, by considering that we live at an off-center po-
sition of a void, the origin of the quasar dipole can be
explained, where the void has thick boundary and is as
large as the average distance from us to distant quasars.
We also provide a first-principle calculation of the intrin-
sic matter density dipole anisotropy in an off-center local
void scenario, which is the origin of the detected cosmic
dipole and has a similar behavior to the redshift dipole.

Origin – In standard cosmological scenarios where
structures originate from a Gaussian random density
field, the presence of a Gpc-scale void is unlikely, due to
σ8 ' 0.81 [26], which shows that the amplitude of fluctu-
ations is statistically suppressed on comoving scales much
larger than 10 Mpc. Therefore, a Gpc-scale void, if exists,
deserves a distinct primordial origin. Multi-stream infla-
tion [27] is a potential mechanism to produce a Gpc-scale
void. Multi-stream inflation can also generate position
space features in cosmology, such as multiverse struc-
tures [28], CMB cold spot [29], initial primordial black
holes clustering [30], and primordial stellar bubbles [31].

In multi-stream inflation, the inflationary trajectory
may encounter a barrier, and then bifurcates into two
paths, which experience different inflationary potentials.
The inflationary dynamics and the void profile is related
as follows: (i) The density contract between in and out-
side the void is determined by the e-folding number differ-
ence between the two trajectories. The trajectory which
is now a void has less e-folds of inflation, by δρ/ρ ∼ δN ,
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where δN is the e-folding number difference. (ii) The
size of the void is determined by the comoving scale dur-
ing inflation when bifurcation happened. Thus, the size
of the void is a free parameter which can be made Gpc.
(iii) The thickness of the boundary between inside and
outside the void is determined by the combination scale
of the two trajectories [10]. Thus, the void originated
from multi-stream inflation can have a smooth profile,
which is very important for our model to be consistent
with kSZ constraints, as we will emphasize later.

Observational constraints – The existence of such a
Gpc-scale void affects different observations of e.g. Type
Ia SNe, baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) and CMB.
The cosmic influence of a void with suitable profile should
be consistent with these observational constraints. We
briefly review results in [10] about how observations con-
strain such a void (see also [32] and references therein).

Type Ia SNe provide a key measurement for the lo-
cal Universe. From their light curves at redshift 0 <
z < 2.3 [33], the luminosity distance-redshift relation
can be determined, which gives a local Hubble param-
eter H0 = 73.3 ± 1.1km s−1 Mpc−1 in ΛCDM cosmol-
ogy [8], while Planck gives Hubble parameter H0 =
66.9 ± 0.6km s−1 Mpc−1 [9]. Such a tension in Hub-
ble parameter could be eased by a local Gpc-scale void
with the Milky Way inside, which cause nearby SNe to
live inside the void and have significant positive peculiar
velocities, biasing local measurement of Hubble parame-
ter.

BAO scale measurements at different redshifts [26, 34–
36] are standard rulers from local Universe to primor-
dial Universe. Through a model-independent observable
(∆θ2∆z)1/3, cosmological models could be constrained.
Compared with the flat FRW model, the spatial curva-
ture in the local void biases a lager (∆θ2∆z)1/3, which
fits the observational data better [10, 32].

A local void could cause the temperature perturbation
at small scales of CMB, due to interactions between bulk
flow electrons and CMB photons, which is called the ki-
netic Sunyaev-Zel’dovich (kSZ) effect [37]. The power
spectrum C` at ` = 3000 puts strong constraints on void
profiles, which forbids a Gpc-scale void to have a signifi-
cant depth. Such a constraint could be eased by increas-
ing the width of the void boundary. Bulk flow electrons in
a thick edge void have smaller peculiar velocity than that
in a sharp edge void. Therefore, collisions between bulk
flow electrons and CMB photons produce weaker tem-
perature distortions in CMB spectrum, which is shown
in Fig. 1.

Cosmic dipoles – In following part, we focus on the
CMB dipole and quasar dipole induced by the off-center
observation inside a Gpc-scale void. The void is modeled
by the Lemaitre-Tolman-Bondi (LTB) metric

ds2 = c2dt2 − R′(r, t)2

1− k(r)
dr2 −R2(r, t)dΩ2 , (1)
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FIG. 1. The kSZ constraints on void profiles, see also [10].
δV is the matter density contrast, rV is void radius and ∆r

is the thickness of the void boundary. The shadow regions
are ruled out parameter regions with boundary thicknesses
∆r/rV = 0.01, 0.1, 0.4. We observe that voids with thicker
boundaries are significantly less constrained by the kSZ effect.

where R′(r, t) = ∂R(r, t)/∂r. The Friedmann equation is
then

H(r, t)2

H0(r)2
= ΩM (r)

R0(r)3

R(r, t)3
+Ωk(r)

R0(r)2

R(r, t)2
+ΩΛ(r) . (2)

Here, the spacetime-dependent local Hubble parame-
ter can be calculated as H(r, t) = Ṙ(r, t)/R(r, t) and
H0(r) ≡ H(r, t0). ΩX(r) ≡ ρX(r)/ρc(r) with X =
M,k,Λ, representing matter, curvature and dark en-
ergy, respectively. The critical energy density is ρc(r) ≡
3H0(r)2/8πG. The density parameters satisfy ΩM (r) +
Ωk(r) + ΩΛ(r) = 1.

The profile of a local void is defined as δ(r) ≡
ρM (r)/ρM (∞) − 1. We follow [16] to parameterize the
void profile as

δ(r) = δV
1− tanh((r − rV )/2∆r)

1 + tanh(rV /2∆r)
, (3)

where δV and rV are the depth and radius of the void,
and ∆r is the width of the void boundary. R(r, t) can
be numerically solved (see [10] for more details). In this
work, we mainly focus on parameters of the void profile
with rV = 3200Mpc, ∆r = 0.18rV and δV = −0.057,
which is allowed under the kSZ constraint.

To calculate the dipole signals seen by an off-center ob-
server, it is crucial to specify photon trajectories. Given
the position of the observer and the direction of photon
arrival as initial conditions, we can numerically solve the
geodesic equations of photons backward in time from the
present cosmic time to a past cosmic time and obtain
the redshift distribution of photons from a constant time
hypersurface [22].

Assuming that the observer is placed in the z-axis with
distance d. For a photon hitting the observer at angle ξ
relative to the z-axis, the corresponding CMB tempera-
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ture is then directly related to redshift

T (ξ) =
T∗

1 + z(ξ)
, (4)

where T∗ is the temperature at the last-scattering surface.
Then the relative temperature variation is

Θ(ξ) ≡ ∆T

T̂
=
T (ξ)− T̂

T̂
, (5)

with the average temperature T̂ =
∫

dΩT (ξ)/4π. Now
we can calculate the amplitude of CMB dipole,

D =
2

π

∫ π

0

Θ(ξ) cos ξ dξ . (6)
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FIG. 2. CMB dipole as a function of observer’s location,
where d is the distance from the observer to the void center.
Different sets of parameters of the void are shown in the labels
with the same relative edge width ∆r = 0.18rV .

Naturally, the distance from the off-center observer to
the center of the void plays an important role. As shown
in Fig. 2, the CMB dipole first increases as the observer
location becomes further away from the void center, but
when the observer passes the void boundary, the dipole
reaches its maximum and starts to decrease, which is con-
ceivable since the observer is no longer inside the void.
Meanwhile, the void profile is also significant to the ob-
served CMB dipole. Comparing different curves in Fig. 2,
the amplitude of the observed CMB dipole is generally
smaller for a shallower void and a larger void radius could
produce a larger anisotropic region in the Universe. As
in the previous setting, we consider the parameter of void
profile (rV ,∆r, δV ) = (3.2Gpc, 0.6Gpc,−0.057). In this
benchmark model, the amplitude of detected CMB dipole
D ' 1.23× 10−3 [5] corresponds with the location of the
observer is 492Mpc away from the center of the void,
which we will use in following discussion.

As the LTB metric is isotropic, the orientation of CMB
dipole seen by an off-center observer is the same as the
direction from the void center to the observer. We can

-1.0 -0.5 0 0.5 1.0

×10-3

FIG. 3. Observed CMB dipole in the view of an off-center
observer. The distance of the observer from void center is set
to be 492Mpc and the position direction from void center to
the observer is set to (264°, 48°) in galactic coordinates, which
is coincide with measured CMB dipole direction.

simply set the position direction of the off-center observer
to be consistent with CMB dipole, which is (l, b) = (264°,
48°) in galactic coordinate [5]. Fig. 3 shows an exam-
ple plot of the CMB dipole seen by an observer located
492Mpc from the center.

Note that this method can be extended from CMB
where z = 1100 to cosmic dipoles corresponding to other
redshifts, as long as the observable signal is related to
redshift in the same way as temperature in Eq.(4). Such
dipole relation is shown as the blue curve in Fig. 4, cosmic
dipole amplitude reaches maximum around z = 1, just at
the edge of the void. When the source gets away from the
void, the amplitude of the dipole becomes stable since the
source can be approximately considered to be at infinity.

Besides CMB, distant sources like quasars can also
form dipoles in void cosmology. For CMB, the dipole
appears in its temperature anisotropy, while for quasar,
the dipole appears in number counting anisotropy. That
is to say angular number density dN/dΩ is different when
observer looks into different direction ξ.

Such anisotropy can be derived using similar meth-
ods in kinematic interpretation of the quasar dipole [19].
Consider an off-center observer in a local void, the fre-
quency of observed photons is shifted from the emission
frequency as

νo = νeκ(ξ) , (7)

where κ(ξ) = (1 + z̄)/(1 + z(ξ)), and z̄ is the mean red-
shift. Such an angular-dependent frequency shift is in-
duced by the redshift anisotropy in an off-center void.
This causes the anisotropy in power-law spectral energy
distribution of the source S ∝ ν−α and a cumulative
power-law distribution above a limiting apparent flux
density N(> S) ∝ S−x. The observed solid angle can
be approximated to dΩo ' dΩeκ(ξ)−2 [38]. Accordingly,
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the observed number angular density is(dN

dΩ

)
o
'
(dN

dΩ

)
e
κ(ξ)γ , (8)

where the index γ = 2 + x(1 + α). Following [21], we
set α = 1.06, x = 1.89. The averaged number angular
density can be integrated(dN

dΩ

)
a

=
1

4π

∫ (dN

dΩ

)
o
dΩ . (9)

The relative variation is

Θ(ξ) =
∆(dN/dΩ)

(dN/dΩ)a
=

(dN/dΩ)o − (dN/dΩ)a
(dN/dΩ)a

, (10)

then the amplitude of quasar dipole can be calculated as
Eq. (6).

Similar to the temperature dipole, the angular number
density dipole can be calculated for quasars located at
different redshifts shown as the red dashed curve in Fig. 4.
It is clear that there is a peak for the dipole anisotropy
around z = 1, due to the existence of a Gpc-scale local
void. Therefore, when considering kinematic interpreta-
tions of quasar dipoles, such a peak dipole anisotropy in-
duced by an off-center void can cause a larger amplitude
in the quasar dipole. This reconciles the peculiar velocity
inconsistency between the quasar and CMB dipoles.

CMB Quasar Matter
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FIG. 4. Cosmic dipole as a function of redshift. The ob-
server is located at 492Mpc from the void center. The blue
solid curve represents CMB-like temperature dipole while the
other two curves represent quasar dipole and angular mat-
ter density dipole, denoted by red dashed and green doted
curves, respectively. The black data point is the quasar dipole
D = (1.40 ± 0.13) × 10−2 at the mean redshift of quasars
z = 1.2 [21] and the red data point is the CMB dipole
D = (1.23± 0.00036)× 10−3 at redshift z = 1100 [5].

In principle, there is an intrinsic matter distribution
anisotropy in the view of an off-center observer inside the
void and it is the origin of the observed quasar dipole.
If we assume that the number density of quasars is de-
termined by their surrounding matter density, the ampli-
tude of quasar dipole should be similar to the amplitude
of angular matter density dipole. In calculating angular

matter density in a local void, the mass term is the mat-
ter density times the observed volume elements and the
angular term is the observed solid angle, which can be
expressed as follows,

dM

dΩ
(ξ) ' ρa3r2drdΩ

dΩ
=
ρ(ξ)r(ξ)2dr(ξ)

[1 + z(ξ)]3
, (11)

where a is the scale factor corresponding to the observa-
tional angle ξ. Although a does not appear in the LTB
metric we adopt, it is still used during our approxima-
tion due to its convenience. Relative variation and dipole
amplitude can be therefore calculated as previously dis-
cussed. The results are shown as the green dotted curve
of Fig. 4.

In Fig. 4, we can see the quasar dipole and angular
matter density dipole behave differently with respect to
redshift. It is reasonable that the matter distribution
anisotropy is the origin of detected quasar dipole, there-
fore, the anisotropy first appears in the matter distri-
bution, then induces a redshift anisotropy in observable
signals from quasars, and the difference between the mag-
nitude of these two dipolar anisotropies is small. Espe-
cially, the amplitude of these two dipolar anisotropies
takes similar values around z = 1.2, which is the mean
redshift of observed quasars [39]. It shows the angular
matter density dipole could be a decent approximation
to the quasar number dipole.
Conclusions and Remarks – To summarize, we propose

that the existence of a Gpc-scale local void could affect
the validity of the cosmological principle, and reconcil-
ing the related dipolar tension. In particular, we study
the induced CMB dipole and quasar dipole in the view
of an off-center observer inside a Gpc-scale local void.
Due to the intrinsic matter distribution anisotropy in an
off-center void, the detected photons from different di-
rections have experienced distinct cosmic expansion his-
tories, which causes an anisotropy in their redshift. Such
a redshift anisotropy could induce cosmic dipoles by af-
fecting the CMB temperature fluctuation and the anal-
ysis in quasar number counting. In our benchmark void
model with a 3.2Gpc void radius, 0.6Gpc void bound-
ary and −0.057 density contrast, an off-center observer
with 492Mpc away from the void center and relative ori-
entation (l, b) = (264°, 48°) in galactic coordinate, could
observe the CMB dipole D ' 1.23 × 10−3 and quasar
dipole D ' 1.25× 10−2. The larger amplitude of quasar
dipole than that of CMB dipole is caused by the peak
anisotropy at the boundary of the void around z = 1 and
the dipolar tension between them decreases from 4.9σ to
1σ in a Gpc-scale void as shown in Fig. 4.

In this work, motivated by the dipolar tension, we
mainly focus on comparing the cosmic dipoles induced by
the anisotropy matter distribution in an off-center void.
We have not considered the peculiar motion in the local
flow, which should affect the CMB and quasar dipoles in
the same way and thus does not affect the comparison.
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Also, we may be moving with respect to the void, which
can further extend our model. Finally, if the shape of
the void is not spherical, additional anistropies of higher
multipoles may also be introduced.

It is also important to note that due to the off-center
observer in a void, the dipolar anisotropy should consis-
tently exist in many cosmic signals, e.g., Type Ia SNe
[23, 40, 41], large scale structure [42], 21cm background
[43] and gravitational wave background [44]. If we are in-
deed located in a void, the void profile can be understood
better by a combined study of these signals.
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