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The convergence of the general cosmographic expansion of the luminosity distance is studied in
a model of our cosmic neighborhood based on publicly available density and velocity fields ob-
tained from CosmicFlows-4 data. The study confirms earlier findings that indicate divergence of
the general cosmographic expansion at low redshifts, well before z ∼ 0.1. By being based on a
realistically placed observer in a semi-realistic model constructed from a real map of our local cos-
mic neighborhood, the presented results firmly establish that the range of convergence must be an
important focus when using the general cosmographic expansion. The study also highlights the loss
of information we face when using the traditional cosmographic expansion based on the Friedmann-
Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker models. Specifically, sky maps of effective Hubble, deceleration, jerk
and curvature parameters showing strong fluctuations of these across the sky are presented. These
fluctuations and their meaning cannot be established using the simple framework of standard cos-
mology. It is suggested that the general cosmographic expansion should be studied at higher order
and in recast forms in order to scrutinize the possibility of obtaining convergence at higher redshift.
In addition, the general cosmographic expansion in its current form may have faster rate of conver-
gence when applied to other datasets. It is therefore suggested that the use of general cosmographic
expansions should generally be accompanied by realistic assessments of the expansion’s precision for
the given dataset studied, e.g. by employing the modeling procedure used here to make a synthetic
model universe based on the data.

Lastly, it is important to stress that a poor convergence does not necessarily mean that the infor-
mation extracted by fitting data to the general cosmographic expansion is useless. It simply means
that we must be careful when interpreting the results and e.g. include considerations of what scales
the expansion coefficients are probing.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ΛCDM model is the onset for interpreting obser-
vations in standard cosmology. However, observational
data has become so ample and precise that fluctuations
in observations across the sky can be studied for a variety
of observables. An interesting example is the recent ar-
ray of studies into the anisotropy of the Hubble diagram
[1–9] (see e.g. [10] for an overview of the results of these
studies and [11] for a review). These studies illustrate
the high precision of current observational data, demon-
strating that observational cosmological data has reached
a level of detail that permits us to thoroughly study its
anisotropy and inhomogeneity. Additionally, in recent
years, observational challenges for the standard ΛCDM
model have appeared. A striking but somewhat over-
looked example is an apparent disagreement between the
dipole anisotropy of the cosmic microwave background
and other distant sources [12–14] (see e.g. [15] for the
background for these studies).

Overall, one may argue that the time has come to go
beyond the standard framework of employing Friedmann-
Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) cosmology when
interpreting observations. This is further supported by
studies such as [16] showing strong tension between the
local universe with the ΛCDM model. Such studies may
indicate that the ΛCDM model and the corresponding
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standard tools for data analysis simply are not accurate
enough to be used with modern astrophysical data, es-
pecially when considering low-redshift observations.
Fittingly, there has been an increased activity

among cosmologists in developing formalisms for taking
anisotropy and inhomogeneity into account in data anal-
yses. A prime example is the cosmographic expansion of
the luminosity distance for a general spacetime presented
in [17]1, which has recently been augmented in the series
[19–21] and which builds on earlier work such as [22–24].
The formalism of [17] has been used in studies based on
numerical relativity [25, 26] and in N-body simulations
based on the weak-field approximation [27]. The formal-
ism has even been used in relation to studying real data
in e.g. [3, 10]. However, already in [25, 26] it was noticed
that the general cosmographic framework may have an
obstacle in terms of a very low radius of convergence (or
at least a very slow convergence rate). Indeed, good con-
vergence at third order for redshifts up to z ≈ 0.1 was
only obtained in simulations with a smoothing scale as
large as 200Mpc/h. The obstacle was further confirmed
in [28] where the convergence of the general cosmographic
expansion was studied in various Lemaitre-Tolman-Bondi
(LTB) [29–31] models constructed to resemble our cosmic
neighborhood. This study made it clear that the conver-
gence of the underlying Taylor expansion of the general

1 Some of the results presented in [17] were earlier derived in the
PhD thesis [18].
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cosmographic expansion depends strongly on the local
environment and that assessments stating that the ex-
pansion is suitable up to around z = 0.1 (as in e.g. [21])
are simply too optimistic.

The studies listed above indicate that the general cos-
mographic expansion only converges at redshifts much
lower than z = 0.1 unless structures are radically
smoothed or expansion terms far beyond third order
are included. Firmly establishing realistic limits of the
convergence will, however, require detailed and realistic
models of our cosmic neighborhood. The goal here is to
make exactly such a model and place realistic limits on
the convergence of the general cosmographic expansion
of the luminosity distance. More precisely, the objective
here is to study the convergence of the general cosmo-
graphic expansion devised in [17], using two versions of
a model of our local universe based on real observations
combined with a weak-field approximation. The first sec-
tion below presents the constructed models of our local
universe in detail. Following that, Section III provides an
overview of the formalism used to calculate the redshift-
luminosity distance relation and cosmographic expansion
for the model. Section IV presents the results from a nu-
merical investigation based on the models, while Section
V provides a summary and conclusions.

II. MODEL SETUP

This section serves to introduce the model that will
be studied in the later sections. The goal is to construct
a realistic model of the local universe so that the
model can be used to realistically estimate the radius
of convergence of the general cosmographic expansion
of the luminosity distance. Two versions of the overall
same model will be considered.

The realistic models are obtained by using the density
and peculiar velocity fields presented in [32] based
on the CosmicFlows-4 data [33]. The CosmicFlows-4
dataset contains distance and redshift measurements of
nearly 56,000 galaxies in our local cosmic neighborhood.
Corresponding peculiar velocities can be extracted from
the data by assuming a background FLRW model (see
e.g. [34] for a discussion of this approach). Density fields
can then be estimated based on perturbative expressions.
This was done in [32], with the resulting density and
velocity fields being made publicly available2. Two
versions of the density and velocity fields are available:
a grouped and ungrouped version. In the “ungrouped”
dataset, the fields are determined based on each indi-
vidual galaxy. In the “grouped” dataset, the galaxies
are bunched into ∼ 38, 000 groups from which average
velocity and density fields are determined (see e.g. [35]

2 The data can be found at https://projets.ip2i.in2p3.fr/cosmicflows/.

for details on the grouping procedure). To assess the
robustness of the results presented in Section IV, models
based on both these datasets will be considered. Figure
1 shows the density contrast δ := ρ/ρbg − 1 and the
peculiar velocity field for each model in a 2-dimensional
slice going through (SGX,SGY,SGZ) = (0, 0, 0) (our po-
sition in supergalactic (SG) coordinates). As discussed
in [32], the data is based on the flat ΛCDM model as the
background with Ωm,0 = 0.3 and H0 = 74.6km/s/Mpc,
with the Hubble constant value being equal to the one
extracted from the CosmicFlows-4 data in [33]. This
is the background model assumed here, but note that
smaller variations of H0 are not crucial for the results
presented further below.
Spacetimes based on these density and velocity fields

will be constructed by introducing a weak-field approxi-
mation inspired by [36]. For this, it is assumed that our
local spacetime can be approximated by the perturbed
FLRW line element in Newtonian gauge (considering
only scalar perturbations)

ds2 = −c2(1 + 2Φ)dt2 + a2(1− 2Φ)(dx2 + dy2 + dz2).
(1)

It was argued in [37] that a Newtonian N-body simula-
tion can be mapped into a perturbed FLRW spacetime
by applying the above line element and combining
it with the 4-velocity uµ ∝ (1, vi), where vi is the
peculiar velocity field obtained from the simulation.
The metric perturbation Φ is then obtained from the
density field of the simulation through the Poisson
equation, ∇2Φ = 4πGa2(ρ− ρbg). This method has e.g.
been found to apply well to LTB models reproduced
with Newtonian N-body simulations [38, 39]. A similar
mapping will be used here, using the peculiar velocity
field and density contrast from the CosmicFlows-4
data instead of simulation data. The spacetime will
be considered using the weak field approximation, only
keeping the leading order terms. Following Table 1 of
[36] we will thus neglect terms containing the potential
except its second order spatial derivatives which are
kept at linear order. The density contrast (proportional
to the second derivative of the metric potential) and the
peculiar velocity field and its derivatives are also kept at
linear order.
The velocity and density data of [32] is given on the

interval [−500, 500]Mpc/h on a 64-point grid in each
direction. To obtain a smooth space, we will interpolate
using trilinear interpolation between grid points.

The resulting model of our local cosmic neighbor-
hood is clearly only approximate. One may for instance
notice that the density contrast becomes smaller than
-1 in Figure 1, indicating a negative density field which
is obviously un-physical. A density contrast below -1 is
also seen in Figure 2 of [32] and is presumably due to a
breakdown of the linear approximation used to go from
peculiar velocity field to density contrast. However,
the negative density does not have any significant
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FIG. 1. Two-dimensional slice of model universe corresponding to the middle plot in figure 2 of [32]. A star indicates our
position at supergalactic coordinates (SGX, SGY, SGZ) = (0,0,0). The plot to the left shows the slice for ungrouped data
while the plot to the right shows the fields for the grouped data.

consequences for the results (viz. no striking effects
occur when comparing results along light rays that go
through regions with negative density compared to light
rays propagating through positive density only).

A further approximation comes into the model from
the uncertainty of distance measures which for the
CosmicFlows-4 data typically have an error of ∼ 15%.
This error propagates into the density and peculiar
velocity estimates as discussed in e.g. [33, 34]. These
uncertainties will not be taken into account here since
it is expected that a 15 % change in the fields will
not make a significant difference regarding the overall
conclusions.

Lastly, it is worth noting that the model as de-
scribed so far does not included considerations of
time-dependence. Since the region probed by the
CosmicFlows-4 data is fairly small and light will only
be propagated to z = 0.1 in the following, the time
evolution can largely be ignored and the supergalactic
grid described above will be considered a purely spa-
tial grid, although the small time evolution occurring
along light rays is automatically taken (roughly) into
account on this grid. In the following section, explicit
time derivatives of the velocity field will, however, be
required. These will be estimated from Euler’s equation,
taking only the Hubble drag into account, i.e. vi,t is

estimated as vi,t ≈ −Hvi. One can similarly use linear
perturbation theory to estimate a time dependence for
the density contrast as δ,t = −δΘ ≈ −∂iv

i (see e.g.
chapter 10 in [40]), where δΘ is the fluctuation in the
local expansion rate and the second equality is valid to
first order in the weak-field approximation used here.
Appendix B serves to demonstrate that the results
presented further below do not depend significantly on
whether or not the peculiar velocity and density contrast
are explicitly evolved according to these equations when

ray tracing.

It is not the claim that the resulting model consti-
tutes an exact replica of our local neighborhood. The
model is merely an approximation of our local universe,
expected to be realistic and detailed enough to capture
the dominant characteristics of the redshift-distance
relation and corresponding cosmographic expansions
realistically through ray tracing.

III. LIGHT PROPAGATION IN THE LOCAL
UNIVERSE MODEL

This section serves to introduce the formalism used
for ray tracing through the model universe as well as
specifying the utilized general cosmographic expansion.

A. Cosmographic expansion

Using a Taylor expansion in the redshift, the luminos-
ity distance can be written as

DL ≈ D
(1)
L z +D

(2)
L z2 +D

(3)
L z3, (2)

where the expansion coefficients D
(i)
L depend on the cho-

sen cosmological model. Following [17] we will define
generalized versions of the Hubble (H), deceleration (Q)
and jerk (J ) parameters and a generalized spatial curva-
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FIG. 2. Density contrast and relative deviations between exact redshift-distance relation and cosmographic expansions (denoted
as “cosmo”) along two fiducial lines of sight.

ture term (R). These are given by

H =
1

3
Θ + eµeνσµν − eµaµ

c

Q = −1− c2

EH2

dH
dλ

R = 1 +Q− c4

2E2

kµkνRµν

H2

J =
c4

E2H3

d2H
dλ2

− 4Q− 3,

(3)

where eµ = uµ/c− ckµ/(−uαk
α) is the spatial direction

vector of the light ray as seen by an observer comoving
with the dust, σµν is the shear tensor and Θ the expan-
sion rate of the matter. E = −uαkα is the energy in the
matter frame, and aµ = uν∇νu

µ is the 4-acceleration
of the matter. Their explicit expressions in the mod-
els considered here are shown in Appendix A. For the
results shown in Section IV, the derivatives dH/dλ and
d2H/dλ2 were computed numerically using forward finite
differences along the light rays.

It was in [17] shown that the coefficients of the cosmo-
graphic expansion for a general spacetime can be written
as

D
(1)
L =

c

HO

D
(2)
L = c

1−QO

2HO

D
(3)
L = c

−1 + 3QO
2 +QO − JO +RO

6HO
,

(4)

assuming that the redshift is monotonous along the light
ray, and where subscripted O’s indicate evaluation at the
observer.

B. Ray tracing

To compute the redshift-distance relation using the
simple model of our cosmic neighborhood introduced in
Section II, we must solve the geodesic equations. Since
the metric scalar perturbation and its first derivatives are
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FIG. 3. Relative deviation between the exact luminosity distance (DL) and the cosmographic expansion (“cosmo”) at first,
second and third order. Hatched areas show the fluctuation along all light rays while the shaded area shows a standard deviation
around the mean which is also plotted and appears as the slightly curving line in the plots. To ease interpreting the plots, the
figures include lines at ±5%. The figures to the left show results for the model based on the ungrouped data while the figures
to the right show the results for the model based on the grouped data.
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neglected, the geodesic equations are simply those of the
FLRW metric which we can write as

dkt

dλ
= −H(kt)2

dki

dλ
= −2Hkikt.

(5)

The luminosity distance, DL, is obtained from the an-
gular diameter distance, DA, through the reciprocity re-
lation. The angular diameter distance is computed as
the square root of the determinant of the distortion ma-
trix, D. The distortion matrix is obtained by solving the
transport equation

d2D

dλ2
= TD, (6)

where T is the tidal matrix with compo-
nents based on R = −1/2Rµνk

µkν and F =
−1/2Cαβγµ (ϵ

∗)
α
kβ (ϵ∗)

γ
kµ according to

T =

(
R−Re(F) Im(F)
Im(F) R+Re(F)

)
. (7)

The transport equation is solved simultaneously with the
geodesic equations and the parallel transport equation
of the screen space basis vectors Eµ

1 , E
µ
2 which are or-

thogonal to each other as well as kµ and the observer
velocity uµ3. The screen space basis vectors are com-
bined into ϵµ = Eµ

1 + iEµ
2 when computing F. How-

ever, the Weyl contribution to the angular diameter
distance may be dropped since we are only interested
in the dominant contributions to the distance fluctua-
tions given by the gravitational and Doppler convergence,
which are encapsulated already in R and the redshift
1 + z = (uµkµ)|e/(uαk

α)|O. Indeed, at low redshift, we
can even neglect the gravitational convergence and only
consider the Doppler convergence (see e.g. [39, 41, 42]
for discussions and demonstrations of this point). The
results presented in the next section were obtained by
considering both the Doppler and gravitational conver-
gence, but it has been verified that the gravitational con-
vergence indeed is subdominant and that the results and
conclusions presented below are unchanged if the gravita-
tional convergence is neglected. For the model spacetime
we have

R = −4πGρ

c4
(uµkµ)

2
. (8)

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present results from propagating
light rays through the two versions of the model of our

3 As discussed in [43], we may assume an arbitrary velocity field
here and thus that the 4-velocity orthogonal to the screen space
basis vectors is parallel transported along the light rays. Assum-
ing this, we can obtain the basis vectors along the light rays by
parallel transporting them along the null geodesics.

cosmic neighborhood presented in Section II. Before pre-
senting statistical results based on a large number of light
rays, it is prudent to consider a few individual light rays.
Figure 2 therefore shows the cosmographic expansion rel-
ative to the exact redshift-distance relation along two se-
lected light rays in both models. The two light rays were
selected because they demonstrate two different, impor-
tant points. The plots to the left show the results from
a light ray along which the deviation between the ex-
act and cosmographic results remain fairly small for the
entire studied redshift interval. There are noticeable de-
viations between the exact and cosmographic expansions
but they are only of a few percent and do not grow sig-
nificantly along the light ray, until at z ≈ 0.05. These de-
viations are therefore expected to largely represent lack
of precision of the model, i.e. imprecision due to com-
puting derivatives using finite-difference formulas, linear
interpolations on the grid, and neglecting higher-order
terms. The plots to the right in figure 2 show a very dif-
ferent behavior. In these plots, the deviation between the
cosmographic expansion and the exact redshift-distance
relation grows strongly with the redshift. Along this line
of sight it is clear that the cosmographic expansion breaks
down long before z = 0.1 is reached. The figure to the
left might similarly be revealing the beginning of diver-
gence of the cosmographic expansion for z ≥ 0.05, where
the deviation between the exact redshift-distance rela-
tion and the cosmographic expansions seem to begin to
grow. The results are very similar for the grouped versus
ungrouped model.

Figure 2 also shows the density contrasts along the
corresponding light rays. From this, it is clear that the
density contrast has a much steeper gradient near the
observer along the light ray where the cosmographic ex-
pansion most clearly seems to break down. It is not sur-
prising that such strong gradients lead to a significantly
reduced radius of convergence or slow convergence rate
of a Taylor expansion. Table I shows the expansion co-
efficients for the four light rays. The table also shows
the fractions of the coefficients. These are included in
the table because the radius of convergence, R, can be
computed as R = lim

n→∞
|an/an+1|, where an are the coef-

ficients of the expansion.
Comparison of Table I and Figure 2 reveals that the di-

verging cosmographic expansion appears along the line of

sight where D
(3)
L is about one order of magnitude larger

than D
(2)
L which again is one order of magnitude larger

than D
(1)
L . In this case, the third order of the Taylor ex-

pansion begins to dominate over the first order expression

when z ≈
√

D
(1)
L /D

(3)
L ≈ 0.065 (using values for the un-

grouped model). This value is clearly too optimistic when
compared with Figure 2 where the divergence appears to
begin already at z ≈ 0.0075. We can understand this
simply as a reminder that the true radius of convergence
cannot be estimated without including more expansion
coefficients. This is also indicated by the coefficient frac-



7

Model D
(1)
L D

(2)
L D

(3)
L |D(1)

L /D
(2)
L | |D(2)

L /D
(3)
L |

Ray 1, ungrouped 42 · 102 22 · 101 −19 · 103 19 0.011

Ray 1, grouped 43 · 102 −12 · 101 −22 · 103 36 0.0055

Ray 2, ungrouped 39 · 102 22 · 103 94 · 104 0.22 0.024

Ray 2, grouped 42 · 102 44 · 103 67 · 104 0.097 0.066

TABLE I. Expansion coefficients of two selected light rays in the grouped and ungrouped models. The fractions of neighboring
coefficients are also shown.

tions in Table I; to estimate the radius of convergence,
the fractions would first need to converge towards a spe-
cific value which clearly has not happened in Table I.

The same caveat remains for light ray 1 where we also
cannot reliably estimate the radius of convergence. One
may nonetheless note that for this line of sight, the third
order term is of the same order of magnitude as the first

order term, when z ≈
√

D
(1)
L /D

(3)
L ≈ 0.46 (again using

data for the ungrouped model). This is an order of mag-
nitude larger than the estimate for light ray 2 which is in
agreement with the fact that the divergence happens at
lower redshift along light ray 2 than along light ray 1.

Since we cannot make a mathematically precise es-
timate of the radius of convergence, it is not possible
to determine whether the problem actually is a very
small radius of convergence or if it is merely a very slow
rate of convergence. In the latter case, a better agree-
ment between the cosmographic expansion and the exact
redshift-distance relation would simply be achieved by
adding more terms to the cosmographic expansion. Ei-
ther way, it is important to understand if the divergence
of the cosmographic expansion seen along ray 2 is com-
mon or an outlier when considering many lines of sight.
This question is studied in the following subsection.

A. Multiple light rays

This subsection presents the results obtained by
propagating 768 light rays in each model. All lines of
sight are based on a single observer, namely the one
placed at the center of the super galactic coordinate
system of the two models. Rather than choosing random
lines of sight, the light rays are based on a Healpix4

distribution over the sky.

Figure 3 shows the deviations between the exact
luminosity distance versus the first, second and third
order cosmographic expansions along all lines of sight
for both models. For the model based on the ungrouped
data, the maximum fluctuations are quite large (above
5− 10%) already at very low redshifts z ∼ 0.005− 0.01.
Only considering one standard deviation around the

4 https://healpix.sourceforge.io/

mean (very) roughly halves the amplitude of the scatter.
In addition, as already discussed when considering indi-
vidual light rays above, the precision of the numerical
investigation is quite low and a 5 % error should not
be considered particularly problematic as it can simply
be due to using the finite difference on a very crude
grid space combined with linear interpolation. The
important results appear when considering the second
and third order expansions where the deviations from
the exact redshift-distance relation increase very rapidly
and become of order 50 − 100% before z ≈ 0.05. These
values are approximately halved when only considering
one standard deviation around the mean. For the
third order cosmographic expansion, the mean even
seems to diverge, indicating that the lines of sight
with divergent cosmographic expansions dominate the
statistical results. This is in line with the skewness seen
in the figure which shows that the divergence typically
is such that the cosmographic expansion is larger than
the exact luminosity distance.
The plots obtained from the model based on the

grouped data overall shows the same trends as the
results obtained for the ungrouped data. The most
noticeable deviations between the results obtained from
the two models are for the first order cosmographic
expansion. Here, the deviation between the first order
expansion and the exact redshift-distance relation are
still clearly visible for the grouped model, but the devi-
ation are strictly below 10% when only considering one
standard deviation of the light rays. Most importantly,
however, the divergence of the mean for the third order
expansion is still clear for the grouped model, and the
mean seems still to be dominated by light rays along
which the cosmographic expansion diverges.

All-sky maps showing the relative deviations be-
tween the third order cosmographic expansion and the
exact redshift-distance relation at different redshifts
are presented in figures 4 and 5 for the ungrouped
and grouped data, respectively. For the model based
on the ungrouped data, especially the z ≈ 0.002 map
shows similar order of magnitudes of the amplitudes
and distributions in negative and positive deviations.
At z ≈ 0.005, the amplitude of the deviations is around
5% and the deviations are thus small enough to simply
be due to numerical inaccuracy. At higher redshift, the
deviations are less symmetric and are pushed towards
the negative along a dominant number of lines of sight.
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-0.166898 0.171851
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-0.564295 0.276083

Third order cosmographic expansion, ungrouped, z ≈ 0.05

-1.18495 0.516574

FIG. 4. All-sky maps of the deviation between the exact redshift-distance relation and the third order general cosmographic
expansion for the model based on ungrouped data. The deviation is defined as (DL − cosmo)/DL, where cosmo denotes the
cosmographic expansion at third order. The individual plots show the distributions at different redshifts.

For the model based on the grouped data there is a
clear asymmetry around zero already at z = 0.002 and
the asymmetry between negative and positive relative
fluctuations are in general more pronounced in the
results obtained with the grouped data. Although the
amplitudes of the fluctuations are smaller than in the
ungrouped case, they are of roughly the same order of
magnitude as the fluctuations obtained using the model
based on the ungrouped data.

The sky maps show that the light rays along which
there is divergence (similar to light ray 2 in the earlier
subsection) are assembled in patches in the sky. In these
patches, the disagreement between the cosmographic
expansion and the exact redshift-distance relation is
so significant that the expansion must be considered
unsuitable already at z ≈ 0.015 and above. Between
these patches, the cosmographic expansion matches the
exact redshift-distance relation much better and could
possibly be sensible to use.

Using the general cosmographic expansion rather
than the one based on FRLW spacetimes is primarily
interesting if the fluctuations of cosmological quantities
such as the effective Hubble and deceleration parameters
fluctuate significantly across the sky. Next subsection
therefore presents all-sky maps of these quantities.

B. Hubble, deceleration, jerk and curvature

In this subsection, sky maps of the Hubble, decelera-
tion and jerk parameters as well as the curvature term
are presented.

Figure 6 shows the all-sky distributions of HO for the
two models. The fluctuations are shown relative to the
background Hubble constant of H0 = 74.6km/s/Mpc.
For the model based on the ungrouped data, HO reaches
up to approximately 19% larger than the background
value and 11% smaller along the most extreme lines of
sight. For the model based on the grouped data, these
fluctuations reduce to roughly 11% and 9%, respectively.
The patterns in the sky maps of HO resemble the

z ≈ 0.005 sky map of the relative deviations of the
cosmographic expansion from the exact redshift-distance
relation in figures 4 and 5. However, the strongest
amplitude in the fluctuation of HO are not consistently
along the same lines of sight where the cosmographic
expansion deviates the most from the exact redshift-
distance relation. This could indicate that using the
cosmographic expansion only along the lines of sight
where the cosmographic expansion converges would still
reveal significant fluctuations in HO. Similarly, the
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Third order cosmographic expansion, grouped, z ≈ 0.002

-0.0630786 0.0346592

Third order cosmographic expansion, grouped, z ≈ 0.015

-0.199392 0.100963

Third order cosmographic expansion, grouped, z ≈ 0.03

-0.595939 0.184992

Third order cosmographic expansion, grouped, z ≈ 0.05

-1.0079 0.326189

FIG. 5. All-sky maps of the deviation between the exact redshift-distance relation and the third order general cosmographic
expansion for the model based on grouped data. The deviation is defined as (DL − cosmo)/DL, where cosmo denotes the
cosmographic expansion at third order. The individual plots show the distributions at different redshifts.

HO/H0, ungrouped

0.894764 1.19122

HO/H0, grouped

0.901876 1.12584

FIG. 6. All-sky maps of HO for the considered observer, depicted relative to the background value of H0. The sky maps are
shown for the models based on both the grouped and ungrouped data.

largest amplitudes in the patterns in the sky maps of
QO,JO and RO do not show a clear correlation with
clear divergence of the cosmographic expansion.

Figure 7 shows the all-sky distributions of QO for the
two models. QO is shown relative to the background
deceleration parameter −0.55. As seen in figure 7, the
values along the 768 lines of sight in the model based

on the ungrouped data fluctuate around the background
value by approximately 4000 percent. For the model
based on the grouped data, the fluctuations are only
slightly smaller.
Figures 8 and 9 shows JO and RO for both models.

The distribution of JO runs over 2-3 orders of magni-
tude larger than the background values of 1. RO only
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QO/q0, ungrouped

-41.027 45.2089

QO/q0, grouped

-37.6584 39.8451

FIG. 7. All-sky maps of QO for the considered observer, depicted relative to the background value, q0. The sky maps are
shown for the models based on both the grouped and ungrouped data.

JO, ungrouped

-941.804 1062.69

JO, grouped

-859.172 754.102

FIG. 8. All-sky maps of JO for the considered observer. The sky maps are shown for the models based on both the grouped
and ungrouped data.

reaches order of magnitude 10 (while being zero in the
background). This is the case both for the model based
on the grouped and ungrouped data. In general, the
difference in the results obtained from the two mod-
els are very small for HO and especially QO,JO and RO.

Table II shows the mean values of HO,QO,JO and RO
for the 768 lines of sight for the observer in both models.
The mean values of HO deviate less than 5% from the
background value in both models. The deviations are
larger for QO but still not alarmingly large. The mean
value of RO for both models is also fairly small and
hence close to its background value of zero. The values
of JO are somewhat larger, deviating by a factor of over
40 from the background value of 1.

Table II also shows the mean value of the combination
JO − RO − 1 which will be discussed in the subsection
below, where the results presented here are compared to
earlier work.

C. Comparison to earlier work

In [25], the general cosmographic expansion was used
in low-resolution simulations with a density contrast
amplitude of ∼ 0.05 made with the Einstein Toolkit.
The authors found that even in such as low resolution
simulation, random observers find sky-variance of HO
of typically 2% and of QO of roughly 120%. The
fluctuations found here for HO are about a factor of 5-10
higher, depending on whether the grouped or ungrouped
data is used. For QO, the all-sky fluctuations in QO
have a maximum amplitude about of the order of 4000
percent around the background value of −0.55. This is
significantly more than the fluctuations found in [25],
but considering that higher density contrasts are used
here, this is not particularly troublesome.

In [27], the general cosmographic expansion was
recast using the Padé approximant [44] and used in
combination with simulations made with gevolution
and a randomly placed observer. The main simulation
studied had a resolution of 1.75Mpc/h [45], but the
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RO, ungrouped

-24.2485 23.1729

RO, grouped

-21.4436 21.2034

FIG. 9. All-sky maps of RO for the considered observer. The sky maps are shown for the models based on both the grouped
and ungrouped data.

Model HO (km/s/Mpc) QO JO RO JO −RO − 1

Ungrouped 75.5 -0.638 47.7 -0.0511 46.8

Grouped 73.0 -0.518 39.1 -0.0113 38.1

Background 74.5 -0.550 1.00 0.00 0.00

TABLE II. Mean values of HO,QO,RO and JO across the sky for the both models. In addition, the table shows the values of
JO −RO − 1 obtained by inserting the mean values of JO and RO.

study included a comparison with a “smoothed” version
of the simulation. From Figures 6-8 in [27] it is seen
that the components of the expansions can overall only
be constrained accurately/correctly when considering
very low redshifts and/or using the smoothed version of
the simulation. The only somewhat consistently good
results are obtained for the smoothed simulation using
data only at z < 0.025. This is in line with the results
of [26], where it was found that even in a smoothed
simulation made with the Einstein Toolkit (equivalent to
the smoothed simulation used in [27]), the cosmographic
expansion was inaccurate above ∼ 10% for z > 0.04.
The results of [26] also demonstrate that the accuracy of
the cosmographic expansion decreases significantly when
the simulations include successively more structure.
These results are overall in agreement with the results
found here, where the cosmographic expansion is found
to break down along a significant portion of the lines
of sight long before z = 0.1 is reached. By comparing
the results based on the grouped-versus-ungrouped
data it is also here demonstrated that smoothing (by
grouping structures) increases the applicability of the
cosmographic expansion, although the effect is quite
modest for the two models studied here.

It is worth noting that the results obtained here, in
[27] and in [26] are based on different approximations.
The approximations made in the current work include
the weak field assumption which are also included in the
gevolution simulations used in [27]. In [27], perturba-
tions to the light path were neglected together with the
Doppler convergence. While the former approximation

was also utilized here, the latter approximation was not
since it is well-known that the Doppler convergence is
the most important contribution to the convergence at
low redshift [39, 41, 42, 45]. The results presented in [27]
were additionally obtained by assuming, for simplicity,
that HO

3(JO−RO−1) = 0, with the remark that in the
ΛCDM model, JO −RO − 1 ∼ 10−4. As shown in figure
10, this combination of parameters fluctuates across
the sky for both observers with maximum fluctuation
amplitude of order 102 − 103, i.e. the values found here
are up to 107 orders of magnitude above the value of
the standard ΛCDM model and it is therefore not clear
that the constraint HO

3(JO − RO − 1) = 0 is viable.
In [25, 26], none of the approximations listed here were
used. Instead, the redshift and distances were computed
according to the exact metric of the simulation. The
inhomogeneity of the simulation used in [25, 26] is,
however, significantly less than in the other models
discussed.

Despite the models studied in [25–27] and here all
being quite different, the cosmographic expansion is
consistently found to only be valid at very low redshifts,
with z of order 0.01 at most, unless structures are
smoothed to an amplitude of 0.05.

In [28] the general cosmographic expansion was
studied using various LTB models made to mimic our
cosmic neighborhood. It was found that the radius of
convergence was very low for most of these models and
that the second and especially third order cosmographic
expansion quickly became very large, leading to the
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JO −RO − 1, ungrouped

-957.361 1072.88

JO −RO − 1, grouped

-874.623 755.76

FIG. 10. All-sky maps of JO −RO − 1 for the considered observer. The sky maps are shown for the models based on both the
grouped and ungrouped data.

cosmographic expansions deviating by many orders
of magnitude from the exact luminosity distance long
before z = 0.1 was reached. Although the cosmographic
expansion is also here found to convergence only at
very low redshifts when truncating at third order, the
deviations between the cosmographic expansion and
the exact luminosity distance are much less significant
here than in the most extreme cases found in [28]. The
main reason for this is presumably that the gradients
of the relevant spacetime quantities were steeper in the
given LTB models than in the models studied here. The
fluctuations of HO,QO,JO and RO found here are also
much smaller than what was found in [28].

V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND
CONCLUSIONS

The convergence of the general cosmographic ex-
pansion introduced in [17] (see also [18]) was studied
in a semi-realistic model of our cosmic neighborhood
based on a weak-field approximation combined with
CosmicFlows-4 data. By studying the cosmographic
expansion along individual lines of sight it was demon-
strated that the expansion may be non-diverging up to
z ∼ 0.1 along certain lines of sight. Along other lines
of sight, the cosmographic expansion clearly diverges at
significantly lower redshift. When considering 768 lines
of sight of a single, realistically placed observer, it is
clearly seen that the mean of the expansion is dominated
by lines of sight along which the expansion diverges
already at very low redshifts. This is in line with
other similar studies based on less realistic models such
as LTB models or simulations with randomly placed
observers and various approximations which all find that
the cosmographic expansion breaks down at z ∼ 0.01
or earlier. Only when very small deviations (δ ∼ 0.05)
from an exactly smooth spacetime is introduced is it
possible to achieve accurate approximations using the
cosmographic expansion at higher redshift.

Since only the first three coefficients of the cos-
mographic expansion were considered, the radius of
convergence of the cosmographic expansion was not
computed explicitly. It is therefore possible that the
breakdown of the expansion is not due to a small radius
convergence. Instead, the problem may merely be a
(very) slow rate of convergence. In this case, obtaining
better agreement between the cosmographic expansion
and the exact redshift-distance relation simply requires
adding more terms in the expansion.
Identifying the exact redshift where the cosmographic

expansion is no longer accurate depends both on the
given model universe (including its resolution), observer
position and line of sight. It would therefore be pru-
dent if applications of general cosmographic expansion
schemes were accompanied by explicit studies of the
convergence of the expansion in the given model. This
is straightforward for studies based on simulation data.
For studies based on real data, convergence of the
cosmographic expansion can be estimated by making
a model similar to those used here, where data was
combined with a weak-field approximation.
Even though the cosmographic expansion breaks down

at low redshift, the generalized Hubble, deceleration,
jerk and curvature parameters can be computed directly
for each line of sight. Their validity does not depend
on the convergence of the cosmographic expansion. The
generalized Hubble constant, HO, was found to fluctuate
with 10 − 20% compared to the background value while
QO was found to fluctuate with an amplitude up to
approximately 4000 percent around the background
value of q0 = −0.55.

This study confirms that the general cosmographic
expansion of the luminosity distance breaks down at
very low redshifts for realistically placed observers
in realistic density and velocity fields. However, the
study also highlights the information we are losing in
cosmology by simply applying the FLRW cosmographic
expansion. The generalized Hubble, deceleration, jerk
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and curvature parameters fluctuate at an order of 10 to
over thousands of percent across the sky in the studied,
semi-realistic model. This information is erased when
utilizing the simple cosmographic expansion based on
the FLRW model. It is therefore worth scrutinizing
if better convergence of the general cosmographic
expansion can be obtained by e.g. recasting it into
other forms or by simply including more terms in the
expansion. Furthermore, by considering sky maps of the
deviations between the exact redshift-distance relation
and the cosmographic expansion, it may be possible
to single out patches of the sky where the expansion
converges at higher redshifts. In addition, other datasets
effectively smooth the universe at other scales than the
CosmicFlows-4 dataset. Hence, other datasets may have
significantly higher radii of convergence and/or faster
convergence rates. This could for instance be the case
for the Pantheon+ dataset studied with the general
cosmographic expansion in [3]. Even the CosmicFlows-4
data used here could be studied at different resolutions
to better understand the effects of resolution. Currently,
the peculiar velocity and density fields obtained from
the CosmicFlows-4 data is only publicly available with
a 643-point grid, but grids based on 1283 and 2563 grid
points also exist and may become publicly available in
the future. However, it is actually lower resolution that
would lead to better convergence of the cosmographic
expansion without adding more expansion terms. The
relation between the accuracy of the general cosmo-
graphic expansion and the resolution of simulation data
was assessed in appendix A of [25] where it was e.g.
conjectured that the general cosmographic expansion
would be accurate at percent level in the interval
0.04 <∼ z <∼ 0.15 only if the first at least eight terms of
the expansion were used together with a smoothing scale
of ∼ 200Mpc/h. Better accuracy can be obtained with
fewer terms if the smoothing is done on larger scales
and/or smaller redshift intervals are considered.

It is important to note that it is currently unclear how
the lack of convergence of the cosmographic expansion
actually affects constraints of e.g. HO,QO,JO and RO
obtained using the expansion. Moreover, expansion
coefficients obtained from a fit of data to the general
cosmographic expansion is not useless even if the cosmo-
graphic expansion represents the exact redshift-distance
relation poorly. The poor convergence rather means that
care must be taken when interpreting results, including
determining at what scales the coefficients are probing
the Universe.

Lastly, in addition to being used for cosmological stud-
ies, the general cosmographic expansion may prove useful
as a supplement to standard astronomical tools used for
studying the very local universe at z <∼ 0.01− 0.001.
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Appendix A: Expressions for generalized Hubble
parameter, deceleration parameter, jerk and spatial

curvature term

This appendix serves to explicitly show the expressions
used for computing the coefficients for the cosmographic
expansion of the luminosity distance.

To compute H we need expressions for the ex-
pansion rate, shear and acceleration. The expansion rate
is, for the considered weak-field model, given by

Θ = ∇αu
α ≈ 3H + ∂iu

i, (A1)

where uα ≈ (1, vi) at first order (with vi the peculiar
velocities obtained from the CosmicFlows-4 data). The
non-vanishing components of the shear are

σii =
2

3
a2∂iv

i

σij,(i ̸=j) =
1

2
a2

(
∂iv

j + ∂jv
i
)
,

(A2)

where sums over repeated indexes are not implied. The
4-acceleration has components given by

at = −aa,t
∑

(vi)2

ai = 2aa,tv
i + a2(∂tv

i + vj∂jv
i),

(A3)

where sums are implied over repeated indexes.

With the above we can compute H,Q and J . To
compute R we further need

kµkνRµν =
8πG

c4
ρkµkν

(
uµuν +

1

2
gµν

)
=

8πGρ

c4
(uµkν)

2
,

(A4)

5 https://www.gnu.org/software/gsl/
6 https://numpy.org/
7 https://matplotlib.org/
8 https://healpy.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
9 https://www.astropy.org/

10 https://docs.python.org/3/library/os.html
11 https://docs.python.org/3/library/struct.html
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FIG. 11. Density contrast and relative deviations between exact redshift-distance relation and cosmographic expansions (de-
noted as “cosmo”) along two selected lines of sight. The results are shown for the ungrouped data, comparing results obtained
by including versus not including explicit time dependence of vi and δ. For the density contrasts, it is not possible to distin-
guish the lines obtained from the two models. For the deviations between exact redshift-distance relation and cosmographic
expansions, tiny deviations are visible along some of the lines.

where the first equality comes from employing Einstein’s
equation.

Appendix B: Results without time evolution

The results presented in Section IV are based on ex-
plicitly including time dependence of δ and vi by updat-
ing these according to δ,t = −δΘ and vi,t = −Hvi. This
appendix serves to demonstrate the quantitative implica-
tions of including this time development, by comparing

with results obtained by neglecting this explicit time de-
velopment. The results along the two selected light rays
studied in Section IV are presented again in Figure 11,
this time compared with the equivalent results obtained
without including explicit time dependence. To avoid
clutter of the figures, the results are only shown for the
ungrouped model. As seen, the effect of removing the ex-
plicit time dependence is negligible. Most importantly,
the explicit time dependence has no impact on the con-
vergence/divergence along the light rays.
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