Impact of inhomogeneities on slowly rolling Quintessence:
implications for the local variations of the fine-structure constant
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Abstract
We study how the evolution of a Dark Energy Quintessence fluid is modified by the presence
of a matter inhomogeneity. To do so, we study linear perturbations of a flat FLRW background
containing dust and a slowly rolling scalar field. Under the assumptions of spherical symmetry
and a static density contrast, i.e. δ̇ = 0, we obtain simple analytical solutions for perturbations in
the matter and dark energy-dominated epochs. As a consequence, we show that perturbations of
the scalar field, if a coupling à la Bekenstein is assumed, trigger a spatial dependence of the finestructure “constant” which then varies as ∆α ∝ 1/r. We finally highlight that such variations can
be constrained with spectroscopic observations of stars from within our galaxy, therefore offering
a new probe of the nature of Dark Energy.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

The discovery that the expansion of the universe is accelerating [1, 2] forced cosmologists
to accept the idea that the dominant component of energy-momentum in the universe is
an exotic fluid that exhibits negative pressure or is a form of anti-gravity. The lack of
understanding of such a component is reflected in its label, Dark Energy (DE). The most
successful (and maybe natural) description of it is a cosmological constant Λ. Together with
Cold Dark Matter (CDM), and in the framework of General Relativity, these components
are the pillars of the concordance model of cosmology known as ΛCDM. On the other
hand neither Λ nor CDM are completely satisfactory from the theoretical point of view, the
former because of the difficulty in realising it as a model of vacuum energy, see for example
Refs. [3, 4], the latter because a weakly interacting DM particle requires physics beyond the
standard model of particle physics.
For the above reasons, in the last 20 years, the scientific community has explored the
viability of alternative DE and DM candidates. For what concerns DE, in particular, several
proposals were made in which Λ is replaced by a new dynamical quantity. When such a
quantity is described by a canonical scalar field ϕ minimally coupled with gravity, with
standard kinetic energy and potential V (ϕ), it is usually referred to as Quintessence, see for
example Refs. [5–7]. The presence of a new degree of freedom naturally poses the question
of how and if such a new component would interact with ordinary matter and could then
potentially result in a violation of the equivalence principle, see for example Ref. [8]. The
possibility of such a violation through a dependence of the universal constants on their
spacetime position was already discussed by Dicke in 1959 [9]. Later on, in the 1980s, the
specific case of the fine-structure constant, α, was discussed by Bekenstein in the pioneering
work [10]. Bekenstein, at the time, concluded that tests of the equivalence principle rule
out spacetime variability of α at any level. In the last decades, however, huge improvements
have been made from the experimental point of view, leading to tight constraints on the
variation of α, see for example Refs. [8, 11–16], and claims of statistical evidences of α
variations, see for example Refs. [17, 18], as well as studies pointing otherwise, like [19, 20].
It is important to note that the connection between DE and the variation of α is of great
importance from the observational point of view, as it is indeed possible to relate constraints
on ∆α to constraints on DE parameters, see for example Refs. [21–24]. For the above reasons,
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the subject is nowadays very popular, since a violation of the equivalence principle could
potentially confirm or rule out several alternative theories of gravity [25]. One could in
general distinguish between variations on the value of α on large scales or on local scales.
On cosmological scales, these could be motivated by a modification of the gravitational
theory due to the dynamical behaviour of the DE field and were extensively studied in the
literature, see for example Refs. [26–34]. On local scales, the variation of α is related to the
local gravitational field, see for example Refs. [35–40].
As discussed in Ref. [41], variations of α induced by matter inhomogeneities strongly
depend on the specific way these are formed and the stage of their evolution. Time variations
of α induced by perturbations of a canonical scalar field due to inhomogeneities were studied
analyzing solutions of the Klein-Gordon equation in Ref. [40], where it is shown that such
time variations decay at any stage of the evolution of the Universe. Furthermore, in Ref. [36],
it was shown analytically for the McVittie and LTB geometries that constraints on the
cosmological time variation of α obtained on Earth scales are reliable on larger scales. Spatial
variations of α can be triggered by space-dependent scalar field perturbations. They have a
quantifiable impact on the CMB, see for example Ref. [42], but such an impact becomes very
small if we consider large multipoles `, i.e. if we consider variation of α on sufficiently small
scales. Recently, in Ref. [16], constraints on the variation of α were obtained by spectroscopic
measurements of stars in the proximity of the supermassive black hole in our galactic center.
The possibility of testing local variations of α in regimes of strong gravitational potential
motivates further investigations of the interplay between matter, gravitational potential and
DE.
In this work, we study the behavior of scalar perturbations of a Quintessence DE fluid in
the proximity of a spherically symmetric inhomogeneous perturbation of the FLRW background. We model these inhomogeneities with the goal of describing stable structures. We
find simple analytical solutions for which the scalar field perturbations trigger a local variation of α which goes as 1/r, where r is the radial distance from the center of the structure,
and decays with time. This result is potentially interesting for its implications on spatial
variations of α within the gravitational potential surrounding a stable structure.
Throughout the paper, we use c = MP = 8πGN = 1 units.
3

II.

COUPLING OF THE SCALAR FIELD AND VARYING ALPHA

Following Ref. [10], one can obtain a dynamical fine-structure constant α by considering
a coupling BF (ϕ) between a cosmological scalar field and the electromagnetic kinetic term:1


Z
Z
Z
√
√
√
1 µ
1
1
4
4
d x −gR + d x −g ∂ ϕ∂µ ϕ − V (ϕ) −
d4 x −gBF Fµν F µν . (1)
S=
2
2
4
Varying with respect to ϕ yields the following equation of motion:
1
ϕ + Vϕ + BF ϕ Fµν F µν = 0 ,
4

(2)

where BF ϕ is the ϕ derivative of the coupling term. In principle, the electromagnetic field
sources the scalar field, but it is important to note that the evolution of the scalar field does
not depend on BF as the statistical average of F µν Fµν is zero.
Indeed the Lagrangian above allows us to define an “effective” fine-structure constant:
α(t) =

α0
BF (ϕ(t))

(3)

where α0 is the value measured today. From (3), we obtain the relative variation:
α(t) − α0
1
∆α
≡
− 1.
=
α
α0
BF (ϕ(t))

(4)

It is evident that the possible evolution of the fine-structure constant depends on both the
evolution of the scalar field and the coupling BF .
Still following Ref. [10], we consider a simple exponential coupling:
BF = e−ζ(ϕ−ϕ|t0 ) ' 1 − ζ ϕ − ϕ|t0 ,

(5)

which satisfies the condition BF (ϕ(t0 )) = 1 so that today we have α(t0 ) = α0 . The approximation comes from the fact that, see Ref. [27], the coupling constant ζ is constrained from
observations to be small (ζ ∼ 10−6 ).
It is straightforward to generalize Eqs. (3) and (4) if the scalar field has also a spatial
dependence:
α(t, r) =

α0
,
BF (ϕ(t, r))

∆α
α(t, r) − α0
1
≡
=
−1,
α
α0
BF (ϕ(t, r))
1

(6)
(7)

See Ref. [26] for the most general action involving a scalar field, the Standard Model fields and the
hypothetical DM particle.
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where α0 is a reference value. As long as the total variation of ϕ is small we can also
generalize Eq. (5):
BF = e−ζ(ϕ−ϕ|t0 ,r0 ) ' 1 − ζ ϕ (t, r) − ϕ|t0 ,r0 ,

(8)

where t0 and r0 stands for today and here. Eqs. (7) and (8) can then be combined to give:
∆α
' ζδϕ(t, r) .
α
III.

(9)

FIRST-ORDER PERTURBATIONS IN THE NEWTONIAN GAUGE

We are interested in scalar perturbations around a FLRW background. Our perturbed
metric, in the Newtonian gauge, is then:
ds2 = −(1 + 2Ψ)dt2 + a2 (t)δij (1 + 2Φ)dxi dxj .

(10)

We consider for simplicity a matter sector being composed of a barotropic perfect fluid with
energy momentum tensor given by:
µ
Tmν
= (ρ̄ + P ) uµ uν + P δνµ ,

(11)

with:
ρ̄ = ρ (1 + δ) ,
P = wρ + p ,
h
vi i
µ
u = 1 − Ψ,
,
a

(12)
(13)
(14)

where δ, p and vi are first-order quantities. Finally, we are considering a Quintessence dark
energy fluid with energy-momentum tensor:
µ
Tϕ̄ν

µβ

= g ∂β ϕ̄∂ν ϕ̄ −

δνµ




1 αβ
g ∂α ϕ̄∂β ϕ̄ + V (ϕ̄) ,
2

(15)

where we decompose the scalar field as ϕ̄ = ϕ + δϕ, with δϕ being a perturbation. The
resulting first-order Einstein field equations are, see for example Ref. [43]:
2 2
˙ ,
∇ Φ + 6H Φ̇ = ρδ + V,ϕ δϕ + Ψ (2V + 2ρ) + ϕ̇δϕ
a2




1 2
˙ ,
2
∇ (Ψ + Φ) + H Ψ̇ − 3Φ̇ − Φ̈ = −2Ψ (V − wρ) + p − V,ϕ δϕ + ϕ̇δϕ
3a2
−

5

(16)
(17)



− av,ii ρ (1 + w) + ϕ̇∇2 δϕ − 2∇2 HΨ − Φ̇ = 0 ,

(18)

while the Klein-Gordon and continuity equations, where we are considering negligible the
contribution of the electromagnetic field, become:


2
¨ + 3H δϕ
˙ − ∇ δϕ + V,ϕϕ δϕ = −2ΨV,ϕ + ϕ̇ Ψ̇ − 3Φ̇ ,
δϕ
a2




v,ii
p
+ (1 + w) 3Φ̇ +
=0.
δ̇ + 3Hδ −w +
δρ
a
Finally, we have the Euler equation for the velocity field θ =
θ̇ + 2Hθ =

IV.

(19)
(20)

i
v,i
:
a

∇2
p
∇2
.
Φ
−
a2
a2 ρ (1 + w)

(21)

SPHERICALLY SYMMETRIC PERTURBATIONS DURING SLOW ROLL

Since we are interested in the effect of structures on a dynamical DE Quintessence field,
we make the following assumptions:
• We assume spherical symmetry, i.e., all perturbations will be function of time and
radius only (while background quantities are of course function of time only).This
simplifying assumption, at the cost of some generality, allows us to write down explicitly and in a simple way the Laplacian operator, allowing us for an analytical
representation of the solutions.
• We assume that the scalar field ϕ is in slow-roll and compatible with a DE behavior
capable of mimicking a cosmological constant, with an equation of state parameter
wϕ ≈ −1. We can define the following slow roll parameters in terms of the potential
of the scalar field:
1
V ≡
2



V,ϕ
V

2
ηV ≡

1 V,ϕϕ
,
2 V

(22)

and the hypothesis of slow roll implies V , ηV  1, which we will consider as perturbative quantities. Slowly rolling DE is motivated by its similarity with the inflaton
field for producing an accelerated expansion, and can be obtained in such a way that
it does not alter the cosmological evolution at early times. Known potentials which
allow such a behaviour for the scalar field can be generally classified into freezing and
thawing models, see for example chapter 7 of Ref. [6].
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• We assume that ρ is composed only of dust, whose perturbations are pressureless,
i.e., ρ ∝ a−3 and w, p = 0. Therefore, we are not including in our description of the
inhomogeneities of the matter power spectrum the Maxwell field. This is because our
main focus is to understand the impact of these inhomogeneities on the quintessence
field during the late stages of the evolution of the Universe, when radiation has already
diluted enough due to the Hubble flow. Therefore, the radiation energy density itself
could be considered as a perturbation. As we mention in Section II, the Quintessence
field is in principle sourced by the Maxwell field, but at background level this can be
neglected as in FLRW the average of Fµν F µν vanishes. On the other hand, one can
argue that the very same coupling should in principle change the continuity equation
of the radiation field, beyond the appearance of an effective non-constant α (where
the latter can be defined in terms of the DE field only, see for example Refs. [44, 45]).
However, this coupling is explicitly given in terms of the product of the radiation
energy density and the time derivative of the scalar field, see for example Eq. (7) of
Ref. [46] or Eq. (19) of Ref. [30] . Since we are assuming that the scalar field is in
slow roll, the coupling becomes then a purely second-order quantity, and can be safely
neglected in our linear order analysis focused on the changes of the DE field.

A.

Static configurations

The first case we are going to consider is a toy model in which all perturbations are
assumed to be stationary or slowly varying, therefore we can neglect time derivatives of the
scalar field perturbations with respect to spatial ones, and consider a static gravitational
potential Φ = ΦS . Since the system is stationary, we also assume that the particles of dust
are in orbital motion around the center of symmetry, i.e. θ = 0, and therefore there is no
infalling or escaping matter. In this case, Eq. (21) implies that ΦS = Φ0 /r and the remaining
Einstein field equations become:
ρ (δ − 2ΦS ) = 0 ,

(23)

2ΦS V = δϕV,ϕ ,

(24)

∇2 δϕ = 0 ,

(25)
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while the Klein-Gordon equation for the scalar field perturbation become:


V,ϕϕ V,ϕ2
∇2 δϕ
2
=Va
− 2
=⇒
∇2 δϕ = 2V a2 (ηV − V ) δϕ .
δϕ
V
V

(26)

Note that Eqs. (25) and (26) are not in disagreement since ∇2 δϕ is manifestly a second-order
quantity during slow-roll. Therefore, we are left with the simple solution for δϕ:
δϕ =

F1
.
r

(27)

The constant F1 is fixed by imposing that is compatible with the remaining field equations,
so Eq. (24) gives us:
V
Φ0 .
(28)
V,ϕ
Therefore, we have obtained that the gravitational field and the scalar field perturbations in
F1 = 2

a system described by a static density contrast are proportional to δ = δ0 /r = 2Φ0 /r. This
is not surprising, since the solution we obtained is the same than for a massless scalar field
in a Schwarzschild background. Note that the perturbations are “massless” only because
the background field is in slow-roll, otherwise the Klein-Gordon equation would be solvable
only for an exponential potential of the form V (ϕ) = eκϕ .

B.

Non-static configurations

Now, we want to relax the assumption of a static gravitational potential and allow for a
non-vanishing velocity field (θ 6= 0). On the other hand, since our main interest is to study
how the Quintessence field is modified at linear level by the presence of a stable structure,
we shall assume that the density profile of the structure does not change in time with respect
to its surroundings. In other words, we now assume δ̇ ∼ 0. Under this assumption, Eqs. (20)
and (21) can be combined to obtain a closed differential equation for Φ, indeed the former
is simply:
θ
Φ̇ = − ,
3

(29)

therefore Eq. (21) becomes:



Φ̈ + 2H Φ̇ 3a2 = −∇2 Φ .

Assuming variable separation Φ = T (t)R(r), we have:
!
T̈
Ṫ
∇2 R
2
+ 2H
=
=κ,
− 3a
T
T
R
8

(30)

(31)

with κ a constant. For the radial part we have:
c1 e−
R(r) =
r

√

κr

.

(32)

The time part can be solved analytically at the various stages of cosmological evolution.
In particular, during the Matter and Dark Energy-dominated epochs, aM D (t) = a∗ t2/3 and
p
aDE = a∗ eHt respectively, with a? a reference scale factor. Defining λ = κ/3a2∗ , the general
solutions are:





1
1

3
3
+
F
sin
3λt
F
cos
3λt

2
1


1
λt 3
T (t) =



−Ht


e−Ht
D1 e
λJ1 H λ
H

Matter-dominated epoch

(33)

Dark Energy-dominated epoch

We now consider the particular case of κ = 0, which recovers the gravitational potential
∝ 1/r arising in the static configuration. In this case, the temporal part of the gravitational
potential goes as:
T (t) ∝



a− 21

Matter-dominated epoch


 1 a−2

DE-dominated epoch

H

(34)

We can now subtract Eqs. (16) and (17) to obtain:
Φ̈ + 7H Φ̇ + Φ (2V + ρ) =
where we can use our solution for Φ to obtain:
  2



1
H
5V
ρδ



 V,ϕ Φ 2 + 4 − 2
δϕ =





1
δ

2

−4ΦH − ρ
+Φ
V,ϕ
2

ρδ
+ V,ϕ δϕ ,
2

(35)

Matter-dominated epoch
(36)
Dark Energy-dominated epoch

Note that if in the Matter epoch we can neglect the potential V with respect to the matter
density ρ, and vice versa during the DE-dominated epoch, the above expressions simplify
further and we have:

δϕ =




ρ Φ δ



 V,ϕ 6 − 2

Matter-dominated epoch



4V
ρδ

−
Φ−
3V,ϕ
2V,ϕ

DE-dominated epoch

(37)

Note that the solutions of (37) are well-defined as long as the derivatives of V are finite.
This is however expected as V,ϕ is proportional to the slow-roll parameter V defined in (22),
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which must be small but not vanishing in order for DE to be dynamical and different from
a cosmological constant Λ. We see from this set of solutions that the spatial dependence of
δϕ is given by a particular combination of δ and Φ. So far, we have no information on the
spatial dependence of the density contrast δ, but under our assumption we know that it is
constant with time. On the other hand, we know that in the static configuration the radial
dependence of δ is proportional to the one of Φ; if this is the case even for the non-static
case, then δϕ, Φ and δ all decay as ∝ 1/r. The time part is, as expected, always decaying
as structures are disrupted by the Hubble flow. The specific rate of decay depends on the
form of the potential V , but we can nevertheless draw some conclusions simply by looking
at Eq. (37). Indeed, we can imagine that towards the end of matter domination, since Φ is
decaying whilst δ is constant in time, the leading contribution to δϕ goes as ρ/V,ϕ . During
DE domination, if V ∝ a−1 , both the terms proportional to δ and Φ will have the same
time dependence. If V decays faster, then the main contribution will be given by the term
proportional to δ. If V decays slower, it will be given by the term proportional to Φ.

C.

Discussion

Our main goal was to study the effects induced by the presence of stable structures on
a dynamical DE field represented by a Quintessence field in slow-roll. To model a stable
structure, we have considered a static, spherically symmetric distribution for the density
contrast δ. Since δ = δρ/ρ, we are therefore assuming that the matter perturbations δρ
have the same time dependence as the background matter density ρ.
Within the above assumptions, we were able to find analytical solutions for the full
system of Einstein field equations assuming firstly a static, stationary configuration, and
then a non-static one compatible with δ̇ = 0. If δ and Φ have the same spatial dependence,
the latter is inherited by the scalar field perturbations δϕ. Since in the static case we
have found δ, Φ ∝ 1/r, we expect the same to be true in the non-static case and therefore
δϕ ∝ 1/r. The time evolution of δϕ depends instead on the specific stage of the evolution of
the Universe in which these perturbations are generated. Once the form of the scalar field
potential V is specified, one can solve the background Klein-Gordon equation to obtain ϕ
(and then V ) as a function of time, then substitute in Eq. (37) for δϕ. Our main result,
obtained by directly solving the perturbed EFE, is that due to the presence of a gravitational
10

potential generated by a stable structure, δϕ depends on the radius as δϕ ∝ 1/r.2
Assuming a coupling à la Bekenstein, the spatial dependence of the scalar field is inherited
by BF (ϕ) and therefore by α. In Ref. [16], constraints on the variation of α were obtained
using spectroscopic measurements of 5 stars orbiting around the supermassive black hole
in the center of the Milky Way. Our results predict that the ratio of the ∆α variations
between pairs of stars are inversely proportional to their distance, i.e., for two stars A and
B, we have ∆αA /∆αB ' rB /rA . In Table I, we report the observed values of ∆α for each
star from Ref. [16], complemented with their distances in arcsec from the central black hole
taken from Ref. [47]. The results of our prediction against the observations are reported in
Table II and Fig.1.
∆αstar /αref

rstar [arcsec]

S0-6

1.0 ± 1.2 × 10−4

0.36

S0-12

−0.3 ± 1.4 × 10−4

0.69

S0-13

0.03 ± 3.5 × 10−4

0.69

S1-5

−0.7 ± 2.4 × 10−4

0.95

S1-23

0.9 ± 5.8 × 10−6

1.74

Star

TABLE I. Measurements of ∆α from Ref. [16] through observations of 5 stars orbiting around
Sagittarius A*. Their distances r from the black hole, in arcseconds, are taken from Ref. [47].

Pair of Stars Si , Sj

∆αSi /∆αSj

rj /ri

I (S0-12,S1-5)

0.4 ± 2.5

1.38

II (S1-5,S1-23)

−77.8 ± 567.9

1.83

III (S0-6,S0-12)

−3.3 ± 16.0

1.91

IV (S0-12,S1-23)

−33.3 ± 264.9

2.52

V (S0-6,S1-5)

−1.4 ± 5.2

2.64

VI (S0-6,S1-23)

111.1 ± 728.4

4.83

TABLE II. Ratios between pairs of ∆α measurements from Ref. [16] together with the inverse ratio
of their distances from the Black Hole. We did not include pairs containing the star S0-13 as the
resulting error bars are orders of magnitude bigger than their central values.
2

In the most general case, ∝ e−κr /r, but as we saw we should consider κ = 0 if we want to recover the
static configuration for θ = 0.

11

30

20

10
ΔαSi
ΔαSj

Δα from Hess et al. 2020
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V

III

Theoretical expectation

-10

-20
0

1

2

3
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5

rj
ri

FIG. 1. Ratios between the relative variation of α for different pairs of stars together with the
theoretical expectation, i.e. the bisector. We did not include measurements involving S0-13 as the
resulting error bars are orders of magnitude bigger than they central value. The solid orange line
represents the theoretical prediction ∆αi /∆αj = rj /ri .

If, in the future, the number and the precision of this kind of spectroscopic observations
improve and variations of α are detected (or not) with enough statistical accuracy, then
these electromagnetic signals will allow to constrain the nature of Dark Energy. The results
obtained in this work suggest that spectroscopic measurements offer a new way to search
for Dark Energy observables through the spatial variations of the fine-structure constant.
This framework is especially interesting because it predicts, even for choices of the potential
which make the Quintessence field indistinguishable from a cosmological constant at the
background level, a measurable deviation at linear order in perturbation on astrophysical
scales. To explore further this possibility, we could relax the slow-roll hypothesis, or we
might as well derive predictions in other Dark Energy scenarios. We leave these compelling
directions for future works.
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