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Abstract

The Hubble tension casts a blight on the standard cosmology. As

a possible solution to the problem, the local variation of the expansion

rate has been proposed where the spatial averaging over a finite domain

was introduced in order to restore the local Friedmannian behavior in an

inhomogeneous cosmology. So far, however, the approaches are limited to

the particular choices of the gauges, and it has been unclear whether the

results are gauge-invariant. In this paper, we present the gauge-invariant

formulation of the local expansion rate which is driven by the spatial

average of the gauge-invariant inhomogeneous density. We show that the

local cosmological parameters in the finite domain may change from the

global parameters, and the relations between them are expressed by the

gauge-invariant averaged density.

1 Introduction

The Hubble constant H0 is one of the most important cosmological parameter
since it characterizes the global properties of our universe. The standard cos-
mology is based on the assumption of the homogeneity and isotropy. Thus, the
Hubble parameter H0 is regarded as a constant over at least the horizon scale
which is also the prediction of the inflationary scenario. However recent obser-
vations suggest a non negligible difference between local and global (or recent
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and old) Hubble parameter [1, 2].
There has been a large number of studies which try to resolve the discrepancy
[3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. We regard that the dif-
ference of the local and global Hubble parameter is real and be explained by
the inhomogeneous distribution of the matter. In fact, the observation of the
K-band luminosity density seems to suggest that region with several hundred
Mpc around us has low density with density contrast δK ∼ −0.5 compared with
the globally averaged density [19]. Furthermore, there is some indication that
the voids are actually low density by weak lensing observation. Thus, it will be
meaningful to pursue the indication of the cosmological inhomogeneity.

The homogeneous and isotropic universe (here we call Friedmann Universe)
appears as the result of some kind of averaging procedure since the universe
is actually very inhomogeneous. There are various ways to averaging inhomo-
geneous universe (such as the light-corn averaging that is directly related with
observational quantities). In this paper, we only consider the scalar perturba-
tions in the linear order and the spatial averaging [20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35]. Our purpose is not studying the averaging
itself in general inhomogeneous spacetimes, but rather the gauge dependence
of the relationship between locally averaged and globally averaged spacetime
in the linearly perturbed universe using the spatial averaging. By adopting
the spatial averaging defined below, we were able to derive a locally averaged
Friedmann universe and have obtained the following relation between the locally
average Hubble parameter and the globally averaged Hubble parameter within
the framework of the general relativistic perturbation theory[36, 37]

HD0 = H0

(

1 −
1

3
f(t0)〈∆〉Dt0

)

, (1)

where HD0 is the averaged Hubble parameter at the present time t0 over a
finite domain D, and H0 is the global, or the horizon scale Hubble parameter,
and 〈∆〉Dt0 is the present density contrast average over the domain D. f(t) =
d log∆/d log a is the growth function of the density contrast. However, the
treatment is carried out in the comoving synchronous and Newtonian gauge,
and there is some question if the averaging and the result are gauge invariant
or not.

In order to answer the question, we study the spatial averaging in the frame-
work of the gauge invariant cosmological perturbation theory, and find that local
Hubble parameter (and local cosmological parameter) can be describe used by
gauge-invariant physical quantities averaged in the local region D.

2 Gauge-invariant linear perturbation theory

In this section, we briefly summarize the gauge-invariant perturbation theory
[38, 39]. We assume the flat background with dust fluid. Then the background
metric is

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)δijdx
idxj (2)
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and the energy momentum tensor is

T µ = ρb(t)u
µuν , uµ = (1, 0, 0, 0) . (3)

From the Einstein equations, we obtain the following Friedmann equation

(

ȧ

a

)2

=
8πG

3
ρb +

Λ

3
(4)

and from T µν
;ν = 0, we obtain the energy conservation equation

ρ̇b + 3
ȧ

a
ρb = 0 . (5)

Next, we write the metric and the energy-momentum tensor in the perturbed
universe as follows:

ds2 = gµνdx
µdxν (6)

g00 = −(1 + 2A) (7)

g0i = −B,i (8)

gij = a2(t) (δij + 2E,ij + 2Fδij) (9)

T µν = ρ uµuν (10)

ρ = ρb (1 + δ) (11)

uµ = (u0, ui) =
(

1 −A, a−2δijv,j
)

, (12)

where we consider only scalar perturbations and the scalar perturbation vari-
ables A,B,E, F, δ and v are arbitrary functions of t and xi, and assumed to be
small quantities.

Now consider the scalar type infinitesimal gauge transformation

t̄ = t + α , (13)

x̄i = xi + δijβ,j , (14)

where α and β are arbitrary functions of t and xi, which are regarded as small as
the perturbation variables. The gauge dependence of the perturbed quantities
are

Ā = A− α̇ , (15)

B̄ = B − α + a2β̇ , (16)

Ē = E − β , (17)

F̄ = F −
ȧ

a
α , (18)

δ̄ = δ + 3
ȧ

a
α , (19)

v̄ = v + a2β̇ . (20)
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Then, the following gauge invariant quantities are defined in the usual manner.

Φ ≡ A−
(

B + a2Ė
)

·

, (21)

Ψ ≡ F −
ȧ

a

(

B + a2Ė
)

, (22)

∆ ≡ δ − 3
ȧ

a
(v −B) , (23)

V ≡ v + a2Ė . (24)

Using these quantities, we can obtain the first-order equations in terms of
the gauge invariant quantities of linearized Einstein equation as follows:

−
1

a2
∇2Ψ = 4πGρb∆ (25)

ȧ

a
Φ− Ψ̇ = −4πGρbV (26)

Ψ + Φ = 0. (27)

Using (27), the equations (25) and (26) are re-written as

1

a2
∇2Φ = 4πGρb∆, (28)

Φ̇ +
ȧ

a
Φ = −4πGρbV. (29)

From T µν
;ν = 0, we obtain

∆̇ +
1

a2
∇2V = 0, (30)

V̇ + Φ = 0. (31)

Differentiating (30) with respect to t and using (28) and (31), we obtain

∆̈ + 2
ȧ

a
∆̇− 4πGρb∆ = 0. (32)

The solution of the second-order differential equation (32) generally has two
independent modes as follows:

∆(t, xi) = D+(t)Q+(xi) + D−(t)Q−(xi) , (33)

where

D+(t) = H

∫ t dt′

(aH)
2
, (34)

D−(t) = H =
ȧ

a
, (35)
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Q+(x) and Q−(x) represent the spatially dependent part of the growing and
decaying mode of the density contrast, respectively.

In summary, from (4) and (28) multiplied by 2/3, we obtain the following
equation

(

ȧ

a

)2

+
2

3

1

a2
∇2Φ =

8πG

3
(ρb + ρb∆) +

Λ

3
(36)

as the perturbed version of the Friedmann equation, and from (5) including
ρb∆,

∂

∂t
(ρb + ρb∆) + 3

ȧ

a
(ρb + ρb∆) − ρb∆̇ = 0 (37)

as the perturbed version of the energy conservation equation.

3 Spatial averaging over a local domain in the

perturbed universe

In the previous section, we have employed the standard assumption that the in-
homogeneous matter density ρ can be decomposed into the homogeneous back-
ground part ρb(t) and the small perturbed part δ. In the actual inhomogeneous
universe, however, we need to extract the homogeneous part through the aver-
aging procedure.

We define the spatial volume VD of a finite small domain D in the t = const.
hypersurface Σt as

VD ≡

∫

D

√

det(gij) d
3x . (38)

D is sufficiently smaller than the horizon scale but more than the scale at which
the picture of the Hubble expansion is valid, e.g. more than several 10 Mpc.
Using the metric described in the previous section, Σt is specified by the normal
vector

nµ =

(

1 −A,
1

a2
δijB,j

)

. (39)

Contrary to those in [36] and [37], no gauge-fixing is made in (38) in order to
specify the t = const. hypersurface Σt. Fixing the gauge A = B = v = 0
reproduces the results in [36], and another gauge B = E = 0 leads to those in
[37]. The spatial average of a scalar quantity Q(t, xi) over the domain D is in
general

〈Q〉 ≡
1

VD

∫

D

Q
√

det(gij) d
3x . (40)

Therefore, the average density in this domain is

〈ρ〉 ≡
1

VD

∫

D

ρ
√

det(gij) d
3x . (41)

Since we can observe only a finite nearby region of the entire space, it is likely
that the average density 〈ρ〉 in the nearby region does not always coincides with
the background density ρb.
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Spatially averaging (37) over a local domain D, we obtain

〈

∂̺

∂t

〉

+ 3
ȧ

a
〈̺〉 − ρb〈∆̇〉 = 0 , (42)

where we have defined the gauge-invariant inhomogeneous density

̺ ≡ ρb + ρb∆ (43)

in order to distinguish it from ρ = ρb + ρbδ.
Note that the time derivative does not commute with the spatial averaging

in general. In fact, for a physical quantity Q we have

〈

∂Q

∂t

〉

−
d

dt
〈Q〉 =

〈

1

2
gij ġij

〉

〈Q〉 −

〈

1

2
gij ġijQ

〉

. (44)

However, if we consider the case Q → ρ up to the linear order, we obtain

〈

∂̺

∂t

〉

−
d

dt
〈̺〉 =

〈

1

2
gij ġij

〉

〈ρb + ρb∆〉 −

〈

1

2
gij ġij(ρb + ρb∆)

〉

=

〈

3
ȧ

a

〉

〈ρb∆〉 −

〈

3
ȧ

a
ρb∆

〉

= 0.

(45)

Therefore, using the relation (45), it is straightforward to show from (42) the
following equation holds up to the linear order of the perturbations:

d

dt
〈̺〉 + 3

ȧD
aD

〈̺〉 = 0 , (46)

where
ȧD
aD

≡
ȧ

a
−

1

3
〈∆̇〉 (47)

can be regarded as the local expansion rate driven by the local average density
〈̺〉.

In order to express (36) in terms of aD, we rewrite as

(

ȧ

a

)2

−
2

3

ȧ

a
∆̇ +

2

3

1

a2

(

∇2Φ + a2
ȧ

a
∆̇

)

=
8πG

3
(ρb + ρb∆) +

Λ

3
. (48)

Spatially averaging (48) and substituting (47), we obtain

(

ȧD
aD

)2

+
Keff

a2D
=

8πG

3
〈̺〉 +

Λ

3
, (49)
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where

Keff ≡
2

3

〈

∇2Φ + a2
ȧ

a
∆̇

〉

(50)

=
2

3

〈

−a2Ḣ∆ + a2H∆̇
〉

(51)

=
2

3
a2H2

(

D+

H

)

·

〈Q+(xi)〉 (52)

=
2

3
〈Q+(xi)〉 (53)

is a constant which can be regarded as the effective curvature constant on the
local domain in the averaged sense.

Although (48) looks similar to that obtained in [36], we emphasize the fol-
lowing advantages of our analysis in this paper over that in [36].

(1) [36]’s result is heavily dependent on the solution of δ ∝ a in the Einstein-de
Sitter background. In particular all of the averaged quantities are defined
and calculated directly using the growing mode solution in the Einstein-de
Sitter background described in eqs.(14-17) in [36]. So it is unclear whether
it holds in any other background. In this paper, we explicitly showed that
this averaged picture holds backgrounds other than the Einstein-de Sitter
background, especially even if Λ 6= 0 background.

(2) If we don’t ignore the decaying mode of δ, [36] does not work. However,
our discussion has no problem even if we consider the decaying mode.

(3) It was unclear that [36]’s result is valid gauges other than comoving syn-
chronous gauge. Therefore, we explicitly showed that we can describe us-
ing the spatial average of gauge-invariant variables all the averaged density,
expansion rate, and (effective) curvature constant in an inhomogeneous
universe.

4 The cosmological parameters in the nearby re-

gions expressed by the gauge-invariant vari-

ables

We define the global Hubble parameter as

H0 ≡
ȧ

a

∣

∣

∣

t0

(54)

and the global density parameters as

Ωm ≡
8πGρb(t0)

3H2
0

(55)

7



and

ΩΛ ≡
Λ

3H2
0

, (56)

where Ωm + ΩΛ = 1 since we have assumed the flat background. These global
parameters are supposed to be determined by the very large-scale and distant
observations such as the cosmic microwave background.

On the other hand, the cosmological parameters which are obtained from the
observations in the local nearby regions are certainly determined by the local
average density 〈̺〉, rather than by the background density ρb. We define the
local Hubble parameter as

H̃0 ≡
ȧD
aD

∣

∣

∣

t0

= H0

(

1 −
1

3
f(t0)〈∆〉t0

)

, (57)

where

f(t) ≡
d lnD+

d ln a
(58)

is the growth function of the gauge-invariant density perturbation ∆, and the
local density parameters as

Ω̃m ≡
8πG〈̺〉

3H̃2
0

= Ωm

{

1 +

(

1 +
2

3
f(t0)

)

〈∆〉t0

}

(59)

and

Ω̃Λ ≡
Λ

3H̃2
0

= ΩΛ

(

1 +
2

3
f(t0)〈∆〉t0

)

, (60)

which are valid up to the linear order in the gauge-invariant variable ∆.
The local cosmological parameters coincide with the global ones if and only

if 〈∆〉 = 0. Otherwise, the local parameters may change. Let us show a simple
estimation in the case Λ = 0, where f(t) = 1. If the local nearby region is, say,
30% under dense, namely 〈∆〉t0 = −0.3, the local Hubble parameter H̃0 can be
10% larger than the global H0.

5 Conclusion and Discussion

Motivated by the Hubble tension, there have been many studies on the possible
resolutions. One of them is the local variation of the cosmological parameters
due to inhomogeneous matter distribution. We have also studied the inhomo-
geneous universe by spatial averaging and obtained an interesting result on the
relation between the local and global Hubble parameters which might explain
the Hubble tension.

However, the question of the gauge invariance of the result is not fully under-
stood. In this paper we address this question. We employ the gauge-invariant
linear cosmological perturbation theory to show that the relationship between
local and global cosmological parameter can be describe used by the gauge-
invariant physical quantities that averaged in the local region.
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It is of some interest to develop this treatment to the second order since the
density contrast report by the observation of the K-band luminosity density is
of the order −0.5. Although we gave an argument based on the order of magni-
tude discussion of the cosmological Poisson equation, it is clearly not sufficient.
Another direction of this study is to consider the possible interpretation by the
inhomogeneity of the observation of m-z relation of Type Ia supernovae and
CMB Power spectrum. We hope to study this possibility in future.
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