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2Department of Physics, McGill University, 3600 rue University, Montréal, Quebec Canada H3A 2T8
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Abstract The ultralocal limit along timelike geodesics, in

which any geometry reduces to Bianchi I, does not extend to

non-geodesic timelike observers. Exceptions are discussed,

including particles with variable mass, test particles in Ein-

stein frame scalar-tensor gravity, and self-interacting dark

matter.

Keywords ultralocal limit · Carrollian limit · variable

mass particles · Einstein frame scalar-tensor gravity ·
self-interacting dark matter

1 Introduction

Ultralocal limits in general relativity (GR) have been the

subject of renewed interest in recent years. In an ultralo-

cal limit, one restricts oneself to looking at the 3-space in

an infinitesimally small neighborhood of a null or timelike

geodesic. In physical terms, in an ultralocal limit in which

the light cones close and collapse on the observer’s word-

line, nothing propagates in its 3-space. This situation is of-

ten pictured as saying that in this limit the speed of light c

tends to zero. This is the Carrollian limit of GR [1,2,3], the

opposite situation to Newtonian physics in which the light

cones instead open up and flatten out on the 3-space of the

observer, while c tends to infinity. The ultra-relativistic Car-

roll limit, originally studied as a formal limit of the Poincaré

algebra, is associated with quantum effects in strong grav-

ity regimes and the AdS/CFT correspondence (e.g., [4,5,

6]). While, in reality, c is a constant of nature with a defi-

nite value, considering these limits makes sense physically.

Almost half a century ago, Penrose demonstrated that

along null geodesics every spacetime metric reduces to a
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plane wave in the ultralocal limit [7]. This work was related

to the importance of pp-waves [8] and can be interpreted

physically by saying that, for a freely falling observer reach-

ing asymptotically the speed of light, any gravitational field

would look that of an exact plane gravitational wave passing

by at light speed. An important feature of this result is its

universality.

More recently, Cropp and Visser [9,10] worked out a

similar limit for geodesic timelike observers, which is a more

physical situation. They demonstrated that freely falling ob-

servers see any gravitational field as a Bianchi I model in

the ultralocal limit [9,10]. Here the Cropp-Visser ultralocal

limit is revisited and it is shown that timelike non-geodesic

observers do not enjoy such a universal ultralocal limit, but

that there are certain physically relevant exceptions to this

rule.

In general, the Cropp-Visser ultralocal limit fails for non-

geodesic timelike curves because the very first step, the in-

troduction of Gaussian normal (or “synchronous”) coordi-

nates, is not possible along non-geodesic curves. However,

there are very special and restricted situations in which an

accelerated particle is subject to a four-force but the discus-

sion of [9,10] still applies in the ultralocal limit and the ge-

ometry looks again like that of a Bianchi I universe to this

particle. This situation occurs when the four-force acting

on the observer is tangential to its trajectory (i.e., parallel

or anti-parallel to its four-tangent uµ ), in which case syn-

chronous coordinates can still be introduced and the deriva-

tion of the ultralocal limit in [9,10] proceeds as for geodesic

timelike curves.

In the following sections we recall the standard deriva-

tion of the ultralocal limit of [9,10], presenting it in a dif-

ferent way (Sec. 2) and showing explicitly why the proce-

dure fails for non-geodesic curves (Sec. 3); we then extend

the validity of the Cropp-Visser limit to non-geodesic time-

like curves with four-force parallel to the curve (Sec. 4).

http://arxiv.org/abs/2408.00871v1
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Section 5 muses about generic accelerated observers, while

Sec. 6 summarizes the results.

We follow the notation of Ref. [11]. Units are used in

which the speed of light c and Newton’s constant G are

unity. Greek (spacetime) indices run from 0 to 3, while (purely

spatial) Latin indices run from 1 to 3, gµν denotes the space-

time metric and ∇α the corresponding covariant derivative.

2 The ultralocal limit for timelike geodesics

We report briefly the Cropp-Visser derivation [9], but using

a different presentation. That is, we do not alter the speed of

light c to make the limit more explicit. This presentation is

more useful for our discussion in the following sections, but

the price to pay is some loss of physical intuition of the fact

that the ultralocal limit corresponds to the Carrollian limit

c → 0 (for which we refer the reader to [9]).

One begins by assuming an observer freely falling along

a timelike geodesic γ of the spacetime metric gµν(x
α). The

first step consists of adopting synchronous (or Gaussian nor-

mal) coordinates, which are always defined locally in the

neighborhood of a timelike geodesic curve. In these coordi-

nates, the line element assumes the form

ds2 =−dt2 + gi j

(

t,xk
)

dxidx j , (1)

i.e., g00 =−1 and g0i = 0 in these coordinates. Now consider

the coordinate transformation

xi → xi′(x j) = ε xi , (2)

where ε is a positive constant, which involves only a rescal-

ing of the spatial coordinates. We will be interested in the

limit ε → 0, which clearly corresponds from the outset to

shrinking the 3-space around the worldline γ onto the world-

line itself. Under this coordinate transformation, the metric

components transform as

gµν → gµ ′ν ′ =
∂xµ

∂xµ ′
∂xν

∂xν ′ gµν . (3)

Therefore, the time-space components still vanish,

g0 j → g0′ j′ =
∂xµ

∂x0′
∂xν

∂x j′ gµν

= δ µ
0 δ ν

j′ gµν =
1

ε
δ j

j′g0 j = 0 , (4)

while the space-space components become

gi j → gi′ j′ =
∂xi

∂xi′
∂x j

∂x j′
gi j =

1

ε2
gi j . (5)

The line element expressed in the new coordinates
{

xµ ′
}

becomes

ds2 = gµ ′ν ′dxµ ′
dxν ′

= −dt2 + gi′ j′

(

xα ′
)

dxi′dx j′

= −dt2 +
1

ε2
gi j

(

t,εxk
)

(εdxi)(εdx j)

= −dt2 + gi j

(

t,εxk
)

dxidx j . (6)

Now take the limit ε → 0 that brings the 3-space along the

timelike geodesic γ to the geodesic itself. In this limit, the

line element becomes

ds2 → ds2
ul =−dt2 + gi j (t,0)dxidx j . (7)

Note that we did not touch c (which remains a true constant

with finite value) nor the time t. The line element (7) has the

form describing a Bianchi I universe [12,13].

3 The failure of synchronous coordinates and of the

universal ultralocal limit

Let us ask now the question of how the spacetime geom-

etry will appear to an accelerated timelike observer. Un-

fortunately, the derivation of the result that it appears as a

Bianchi I universe fails at its very first step: synchronous co-

ordinates cannot be introduced along non-geodesic timelike

curves. To see why, let us examine how the standard deriva-

tion of Gaussian normal coordinates (e.g., [11]) is modified

by the fact that these curves deviate from geodesics, and

what the obstruction is precisely.

Assume that a massive particle is subject to a four-force

per unit mass f µ and follows the spacetime trajectory γ ′ with

timelike tangent uµ described by the equation

uν∇ν uµ =
duµ

dτ
+Γ

µ
αβ uα uβ = f µ , (8)

where τ is the proper time along the trajectory and Γ
µ

αβ are

the Christoffel symbols of the connection. To introduce syn-

chronous coordinates
(

τ,xi
)

, the wordline γ ′ of the particle

must be normal to every hypersurface of 3-space Στ of con-

stant time τ , in which there are spatial coordinates xi with

three purely spatial coordinate vectors Xν according to the

observer uµ . That is, for all Στ , we must have uµXµ = 0 for

each of the three vectors Xα . This means that, defining the

spatial coordinates so that X µuµ = 0 initially, this condition

is preserved along γ ′, i.e.,

D

Dτ

(

X µuµ

)

= uν∇ν

(

Xµuµ
)

= 0 , (9)

but this property fails to hold because it is instead

uν∇ν

(

Xµuµ
)

= Xα f α . (10)
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To wit,

uν∇ν (Xαuα) = uα uβ ∇β Xα +Xαuβ ∇β uα

= uα uβ ∇β Xα +Xα f α . (11)

Since uµ and X µare the vectors of a coordinate basis on the

spacetime manifold their commutator vanishes, yielding

uβ ∇β (Xα uα) = uαXβ ∇β uα +Xα f α = Xα f α (12)

because the normalization uµuµ =−1 implies that uα∇β uα =

0.

The right-hand side of Eq. (12) vanishes if and only if

the particle is free or is subject to a four-force perpendicular

to X µ . A clear obstruction is thus identified in construct-

ing synchronous coordinates along non-geodesic timelike

curves.

4 Exceptions

If the four-force f µ is parallel or antiparallel to the four-

velocity uα , the product Xα f α vanishes, Eq. (12) reduces

to the affinely parametrized geodesic equation, and the ob-

struction to constructing synchronous coordinates is removed.

The condition that the four-force acting on a massive

particle be (anti-)parallel to the particle trajectory’s tangent

seems rather exceptional, to the point that is not contem-

plated in most textbooks. However, this circumstance is far

from unphysical, including situations in which the particle

mass changes along the trajectory, the ultralocal limit of

particles subject only to gravity in the Einstein frame de-

scription of scalar-tensor gravity [14], fluid elements of per-

fect or imperfect fluids in Friedmann-Lemaı̂tre-Robertson-

Walker (FLRW) or Bianchi universes, mass-changing parti-

cles in cosmology and in scalar-tensor gravity [15,16,17,18,

19,20], and certain scenarios in which self-interacting dark

matter is effectively subject to a sort of anti-friction [21].

In the standard textbook treatment, the mass m of a parti-

cle following a timelike worldline γ ′ with four-tangent uµ is

constant and the four-force acting on it is simply f α = maα ,

where aβ ≡ u̇β ≡ uµ∇µ uβ is the particle’ four-acceleration.

Rockets are prototypical systems with variable mass and ex-

act solutions describing rockets [22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,

30,31,13] and solar sails [32,33,34] abound in GR.

Another instance of four-force parallel to a particle tra-

jectory arises in cosmology. Quantum processes in the early

universe lead to particle production and cause a negative

bulk pressure [35,36]. This mechanism could potentially drive

inflation, as suggested in [21,37,38,39,40,41]. Likewise, the

self- interaction of dark matter can cause negative bulk stresses,

a mechanism currently under investigation as a possible cause

of the present acceleration of the universe [21]. Indeed, this

self-interaction would be responsible for a cosmic “antifric-

tion” on the dark matter fluid, i.e., for a force antiparallel to

the timelike four-trajectories of dark matter particles [21].

Yet again, in (Jordan frame) scalar-tensor gravity [42,

43,44,45,46,47,48], a scalar field degree of freedom φ (the

Brans-Dicke-like scalar) appears together with the two mass-

less spin two modes contained in the metric tensor in GR.

The action is

SST =
1

16π

∫

d4x
√
−g

[

φR− ω(φ)

φ
∇µφ∇µ φ −V(φ)

+L
(m)

]

, (13)

where g is the metric determinant, R is the Ricci scalar,

ω(φ) is the Brans-Dicke coupling, V (φ) is a potential for

the scalar field, and L (m) is the matter Lagrangian density.

The Jordan frame variables are
(

gµν ,φ
)

, Newton’s constant

G is replaced by the effective gravitational coupling strength

Geff ≃ 1/φ , and φ couples directly to the Ricci scalar R. In

the Einstein frame representation of these theories, the vari-

ables
(

g̃µν , φ̃
)

are defined by

g̃µν = φ gµν , (14)

dφ̃ =

√

2ω + 3

16π

dφ

φ
. (15)

In this frame the scalar φ̃ does not couple explicitly to the

spacetime curvature, but couples directly to matter and the

action (13) is rewritten as

SST =

∫

d4x
√

−g̃

[

R̃

16π
− 1

2
g̃µν ∇̃µ φ̃ ∇̃ν φ̃ −U(φ̃)

+
L

(m)

φ2(φ̃ )

]

(16)

in terms of the Einstein frame variables
(

g̃µν φ̃
)

, where

U
(

φ̃
)

=
V (φ)

φ2

∣

∣

∣

φ=φ(φ̃)
. (17)

As a consequence particles subject only to gravity, which

follow geodesics in the Jordan frame, deviate from geodesics

in the Einstein frame, according to [49,50]

d2xµ

dτ2
+ Γ̃

µ
αβ

dxα

dτ

dxβ

dτ
=

√

4π

2ω + 3
∇̃µ φ̃ . (18)

The common interpretation of this equation is that the mass

of a test particle (which was constant in the Jordan frame)

instead depends on φ̃ in the Einstein frame and is no longer

geodesic.1 The gradient of φ across spacetime translates in

1However, since the scalar field φ has gravitational nature, this particle

is still subject only to gravity and to no other forces, but now gravity is

described by both gµν and φ .
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the dependence of the particle mass m on the spacetime po-

sition and in a fifth force proportional to ∇̃µ φ̃ [50,14].2

Once the particle trajectory γ ′ is fixed by initial condi-

tions, the particle mass depends only on the proper time

τ along this trajectory. In the ultralocal limit, the spatial

dependence of φ is killed anyway, leaving φ (t,0) instead

of φ (t,x), and m = m(τ). In these conditions, one effec-

tively has a time-dependent mass along the trajectory and a

four-force f µ parallel to its four-tangent uµ . The conclusion

that test particles subject only to gravity “see” ultra-locally

any spacetime geometry as a Bianchi I geometry, therefore,

holds for Einstein frame scalar-tensor gravity.

Another GR situation in which a four-force parallel to

massive particle worldlines occurs in cosmology. Consider

a FLRW universe sourced by a fluid, with line element

ds2 =−dt2 + a2(t)

[

dr2

1− kr2
+ r2

(

dϑ 2 + sin2 ϑ dϕ2
)

]

(19)

in comoving coordinates (t,r,ϑ ,ϕ). Except for the case in

which the matter fluid is dust or a cosmological constant

Λ (corresponding to stress-energy tensor T
(Λ)
µν = − Λ

8π gµν),

this fluid has pressure P(t) and pressure gradient ∇µP 6=
0, which generates a four-force pointing in the (comoving)

time direction uµ . In fact, the four-force and four-acceleration

must have vanishing spatial components to respect spatial

isotropy. As a consequence, fluid particles are accelerated

and deviate from geodesics. The fluid particles obey the equa-

tion (e.g., [14])

d2xµ

dt2
+Γ

µ
αβ

dxα

dt

dxβ

dt
= B

dxµ

dt
, (20)

where B depends on the position along the particle world-

line. This equation is just the non-affinely parametrized geodesic

equation, where the proper time t of comoving observers

is not an affine parameter. It is always possible to switch

from t to an affine parameter: then the right-hand side of the

geodesic equation (20) vanishes. We conclude that this four-

acceleration is somehow trivial, but the reparametrization is

not. If s is an affine parameter, the function B in Eq. (20) is

B(t) = dt
ds

d2s
dt2 ([12,14], see Appendix A of [51]). The equa-

tion describing the worldlines of the fluid elements cannot

be affinely parameterized by the fluid’s proper time, which

causes a four-force parallel to the four-velocity uµ [14,51].

From the purely mathematical point of view, this fact is im-

material but the difference between the proper time of the

comoving observers and an affine parameter matters from

the physical point of view. FLRW cosmology is always de-

scribed using the frame of comoving observers.

This discussion extends to Bianchi cosmologies, reach-

ing the conclusion that pressure gradients and anisotropic

2In dilaton gravity and in the low-energy limit of string theories, a sim-

ilar equation appears but the coupling of the dilaton field to Standard

Model particles is not universal, usually depending on their quark con-

tent [52,53,54].

stresses generate four-forces parallel to the fluid worldlines,

therefore the ultralocal limit applies [51]. This fact can per-

haps be taken as a consistency check of the ultralocal limit

for non-geodesic fluids, but is almost trivial since it states

that a FLRW or Bianchi universe (possibly with spatial cur-

vature) looks locally like a Bianchi I spacetime! FLRW is a

special case of Bianchi I with vanishing spatial anisotropy

and any spatially curved Bianchi model reduces to Bianchi I

when the spatial curvature is negligible in the local limit.

5 General accelerated observer

Since, in the general case, one cannot introduce synchronous

coordinates along the wordline γ ′ of an accelerated observer,

the best on can do to perform an ultralocal limit is the fol-

lowing. Given the force f µ acting on an accelerated time-

like observer and it worldline γ ′ satisfying Eq. (8), one can

perform a rescaling of the spatial coordinates in the 3-space

with Riemannian metric hµν = gµν +uµuν and then take the

limit ε → 0 as described in Sec. 2, obtaining

ds2 = g00 (t(τ),0)dt2 + 2g0i (t(τ),0)dtdxi

+gi j (t(τ),0)dxidx j , (21)

where t(τ) = x0(τ) is the time component of the solution

xµ(τ) of Eq. (8). One can then redefine the time coordinate

t → t̄ according to −g00 (t(τ),0)dt2 = dt̄2, or

t̄ =

∫

dτ
t

dτ

√

−g00 (t(τ),0) . (22)

dt̄ is an exact differential because the integrand in Eq. (22)

depends only on τ . We are left with the time-dependent ge-

ometry

ds2 =−dt̄2 + 2ḡ0i (t̄)dt̄dxi + gi j (t̄)dxidx j , (23)

where ḡ0i (t̄)= g0i (t(τ(t̄)),0), ḡii (t̄)= gi j (t(τ(t̄)),0) are ob-

tained by inverting the relation t̄(τ). This geometry is still

very general and the universality of the ultralocal limit for

geodesic observers (in which any geometry looks like Bianchi I)

is completely lost.

One could pose the problem of whether a prescribed

geometry (23) can be obtained by tailoring the four-force

f µ (xα , ẋα) acting on an accelerated observer. However, this

problem is not amenable to mathematical treatment. Even

if Eq. (8) could be solved analytically and explicitly for all

forces f µ deemed necessary to achive a required geometry

ḡµν(t̄) (which is in practice impossible), the solution would

comprise only four functions xµ(τ) while specifiyng com-

pletely the metric components ḡ0i, ḡi j requires one to im-

pose ten conditions. There is no precise mathematical way

to relate these ten functional relations (or a subset of four of

them) to the force f µ , and no way to pose a mathematically

well-defined problem. It may well be that in some special
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cases a solution to this problem exists: for example, thanks

to Ref. [9] we know that the problem of imposing ḡµν to

be of the Bianchi I form has a solution for f µ = 0 (we do

not know whether this is the unique solution). However, in

general, no solution to this problem posed vaguely in math-

ematical terms can be expected.

6 Conclusions

The ultralocal limit along timelike geodesics, in which all

geometries look Bianchi I to freely falling observers, does

not extend to the non-geodesic timelike curves followed by

accelerated particles, with the exception of particles subject

to a four-force parallel (or antiparallel) to the four-tangent to

the trajectory. Although quite special, this situation should

not be dismissed a priori as unphysical or irrelevant. As al-

ready noted, the case of particles subject to pressure gra-

dients in cosmology is trivial because one starts with cos-

mology and recovers a cosmology in the ultralocal limit, but

other situations are by all means not trivial. They include

particles with variable mass (e.g., rockets and solar sails,

which are the subject of a non-negligible literature in GR

[22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,13,32,33,34]), test parti-

cles in Einstein frame scalar-tensor gravity, and self-interacting

dark matter particles in certain scenarios [21]. The fact that

the ultralocal limit extends to scalar-tensor gravity comes

to no surprise since the field equations are not used in the

derivation of the ultralocal limits [7,9,10].
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