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Abstract

We present a study of the vacuum transition probabilities taking into ac-
count quantum corrections. We first introduce a general method that expand
previous works employing the Lorentzian formalism of the Wheeler-De Witt
equation by considering higher order terms in the semiclassical expansion. The
method presented is applicable in principle to any model in the superspace and
up to any desired order in the quantum correction terms. Then, we apply this
method to obtain analytical solutions for the probabilities up to second quan-
tum corrections for homogeneous isotropic and anisotropic universes. We use
the Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker with positive and zero curvature for
the isotropic case and the Bianchi III and Kantwowski-Sachs metrics for the
anisotropic case. Interpreting the results as distribution probabilities of creating
universes by vacuum decay with a given size, we found that the general behaviour
is that considering up to the second quantum correction leads to an avoidance
of the initial singularity. However, we show that this result can only be achieved
for the isotropic universe. Furthermore, we also study the effect of anisotropy on
the transition probabilities.
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1 Introduction

Quantum tunnelling represents one of the first phenomenon that challenged the classical
ideas and required a quantum theory for its proper understanding. It is a key process
in many situations, in particular, in the canonical approach to quantum gravity it is
thought to provide the description for the birth of our universe. Let us consider a
general scenario where an scalar field is present with its corresponding potential with
the general behaviour of containing two local minima of different value separated by a
hill. Then we can always expect that a transition between the two minima can occur
via quantum tunnelling. In field theory this is called a vacuum transition (analogously
in the absence of an scalar field, the two minima can also be described in a simpler
context with two different values of the cosmological constant). Since this setup appears
in many scenarios, it has attracted a lot of attention over the decades. In particular,
for field theory the study of such type of transitions began with the work of Sidney
Coleman et. al. [1, 2] and it is described by the nucleation of true vacuum bubbles on
a false vacuum background (the true vacuum in this context is located at the global
minimum). Later on, by using a proposal for a quantum theory of gravity employing
the path integral approach, these transition were studied including the gravitational
field by Coleman and De Luccia [3] and then by Parke [4]. Over the years, many new
results have been explored using these Euclidean techniques (see for example [5–14]).

On the other hand, it is well known that an alternative description to the path
integral approach of quantum gravity can be described by employing a Hamiltonian
formalism. In this way, employing the Arnowitt, Deser and Misner (ADM) formalism
[15,16], instead of a path integral, the classical Hamiltonian and momentum constraints
of a gravitational system are quantized using the Dirac quantization procedure, leading
to a set of constraints on a wave function for the universe (for a general introduction to
the subject of quantum cosmology see [17–21]). In particular, when we are dealing with
homogeneous metrics, all the information is encoded in the equation resulting from the
Hamiltonian constraint, that states that the Hamiltonian operator annihilates such
wave function, this is called the Wheeler-De Witt equation [22, 23]. One important
feature of this formalism is that it does not rely on a Wick rotation, thus it is a
purely Lorentzian method. The interpretation of this wave function turned out to
be very troublesome, since there can not be a notion of an external observer (see
for example [24, 25] for recent proposals and discussions on this regard). However,
there are many ways in which we can use the solutions of the WDW equation to
explore physical properties of the gravitational systems. In particular, the squared
ratio of two solutions can be interpreted as the conditional probability between both
configurations. Using this interpretation, the vacuum transition probabilities have also
been explored in a Lorentzian formalism. First of all, Fischler, Morgan and Polchinski
studied transition between two values of the cosmological constant in [26,27]. Recently,
such results were generalized in [28], one important feature of the Lorentzian formalism
is that the end result can be a closed universe, contrary to the results obtained with
the Euclidean approach. Later on, the inclusion of an scalar field was studied in [29].
One limitation of this formalism when dealing with the scalar field is that there is
not a concrete description of bubble nucleation, however the transition probabilities
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obtained can be interpreted as probability distributions of creating universes with a
given size by vacuum decay, as a generalization of the standard tunnelling from nothing
scenario. Based on these works, in [30] it was proposed a general method to compute
such transition probabilities for any model in the superspace at the semiclassical level.
In [31] such method was used to study the transitions in the Hořava-Lifshitz theory of
gravity, then in [32] it was generalized to consider lineal terms in the momenta in order
to take into account the effect of a Generalized Uncertainty Principle.

Let us remark that all these studies provide results only at the semiclassical level.
The incorporation of quantum corrections to the transition probabilities in the Eu-
clidean formalism is troublesome since there appears a negative mode problem that
may spoil the semiclassical approximation [33]. This issue has been studied rigor-
ously over the years [34–38]. On the other hand, the Lorentzian formalism employs a
semiclassical expansion in the form of a WKB proposal. In this way, the quantum cor-
rections are incorporated by considering the higher order terms in the ℏ expansion. It
has been shown for field theory that the first quantum correction computed in this form
indeed coincides with the 1-loop contribution of the Euclidean formalism [39]. Thus,
the main purpose of this article is to expand the general method presented in [29, 30]
to incorporate quantum corrections to the transition probabilities with gravity in a
general setup, in this way avoiding the problems presented in the Euclidean formalism.

Let us also remark that recently, a new method has been proposed (at the semiclas-
sical level) in the form of a tunnelling potential in which many of the Euclidean results
can be derived [40–44]. Furthermore, holographic interpretation of these transitions
have also been explored [45–48]. In this way, our results may be relevant for these
proposals as well.

Moreover, although the Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric de-
scribing a homogeneous and isotropic universe is the the natural and most used choice
to study these transitions given its cosmological importance, it is also relevant to study
homogeneous but anisotropic metrics. This is justified by the fact that inflation is
thought to erase any signal of anisotropy on the early universe, but since we will be
dealing in this regime, such metrics should be relevant. In addition, there are some
recent experimental studies that suggest that such metrics may be important for the
description of our universe at the present epoch as well [49,50]. Therefore, in this article
we will apply the general method to study both isotropic and anisotropic homogeneous
metrics.

The outline of this article is as follows: In Section 2 we will present the general
method to compute the transition probabilities with quantum corrections for any model
on the superspace starting with a generic form of the Hamiltonian constraint. We will
apply the method to study the transition probabilities with quantum corrections terms
(up to second order in powers of ℏ) in the following sections. First, we will study the
isotropy case with the closed FLRW metric in Section 3 and the flat FLRW metric in
Section 4. Then, we will consider anisotropic metrics, in Section 5 we will consider
the Bianchi III metric and compare the results with the flat FLRW result, which
corresponds to its isotropy limit. Then, in Section 6 we will use the Kantowski-Sachs
metric. Finally, in Section 7 we will present our Final Remarks and in Appendix A, we
will discuss the dependence of the results on the choice of factorization for the Bianchi
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III and flat FLRW metrics which is an important subject to remark.

2 Transition probabilities with quantum corrections

In this section, we begin by expanding the general method proposed in [29,30] to com-
pute transition probabilities in a general scenario. We will consider higher order terms
in the WKB expansion for the WDW equation to compute the quantum corrections
to the transition probabilities. We will also consider transitions between a false and
a true vacuum of a scalar field potential. We employ the notation and conventions of
these references.

Let us begin by considering a general form for the Hamiltonian constraint in the
context of the ADM formulation of general relativity given by

H =
1

2
GMN(Φ)πMπN + f [Φ] ≃ 0, (1)

where GMN denotes the inverse metric in Wheeler’s superspace, Φ encompasses all
superspace coordinates ΦM (there can be an infinite number of them), these include
the degrees of freedom of the three-dimensional metric, variables of the matter fields,
etc., along with their respective canonically conjugate momenta πM . Additionally, f [Φ]
refers to all remaining terms related to the three-curvature, potential terms of matter
fields or any other term that does not depend on the momenta. The WDW equation
is obtained by performing a canonical quantization of the Hamiltonian constraint,
specifically by promoting πM → −iℏ δ

δΦM in the last expression, leading to

HΨ(Φ) =

[
−ℏ2

2
GMN(Φ)

δ

δΦM

δ

δΦN
+ f [Φ]

]
Ψ[Φ] = 0, (2)

up to ordering ambiguities, where Ψ[Φ] is the wave functional in superspace. In order
to obtain a semiclassical outcome and quantum corrections from this equation, we
employ the general proposal of the WKB type

Ψ[Φ] = exp

{
i

ℏ
S[Φ]

}
(3)

with the ℏ-expansion

S[Φ] = S0[Φ] + ℏS1[Φ] + ℏ2S2[Φ] +O
(
ℏ3
)
, (4)

where S0 is the classical action and S1 and S2 are the first and second quantum cor-
rections respectively. Substituting this ansatz in the WDW equation (2) we obtain for
the first three orders in ℏ

1

2
GMN δS0

δΦM

δS0

δΦN
+ f [Φ] = 0, (5)

2GMN δS0

δΦM

δS1

δΦN
= iGMN δ2

δΦMδΦN
S0, (6)
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2GMN δS0

δΦM

δS2

δΦN
+GMN δS1

δΦM

δS1

δΦN
= iGMN δ2S1

δΦMδΦN
. (7)

Let us consider now a set of integral curves on a particular slice on the space of fields
defined with a parameter s in the form

C(s)
dΦM

ds
= GMN δS0

δΦN
, (8)

where C(s) is an auxiliary function. Then, employing eqs. (5) and (8) the classical
action can be written as

S0 [Φ] = −2

∫ s ds′

C (s′)

∫
X

f [Φ(s′)] . (9)

Then, using (8), eq. (5) leads to the following form

GMN
dΦM

ds

dΦN

ds
= −2f [Φs]

C2(s)
, (10)

where GMN is the inverse of GMN . As we pointed out in [30] eqs. (8) and (10) form a

system of n+1 equations for the n+1 variables:
(
dΦM

ds
, C2(s)

)
which in principle can

be solved for any model in the superspace in order to obtain a solution for S0. In the
following, we will assume that the fields ΦM depend only on the time variable, then
using eq. (9), the variational derivative in (8) can be expressed in terms of a partial
derivative of the function f [Φ] and the integrals on the spatial slice will only give a
factor of the volume of such slice Vol(X).

In this way, considering the next order in the WKB expansion, we note that we can
write

dS1

ds
=

∫
X

dΦM

ds

δS1

∂ΦM
, (11)

then, using (8), from eq. (6) we obtain

S1 =
i

2

∫
s

∫
X

ds

C(s)
GMN δ2S0

δΦMδΦN
. (12)

Furthermore, from (9), it is clear that we can write

δS0

δΦM
= −2Vol(X)

C(s)

∂f

∂ΦM
, (13)

and
δ2S0

δΦMδΦN
= −2Vol(X)

C(s)

∂2f

∂ΦM∂ΦN
. (14)

Thus it is found that the first quantum correction can be written as

S1 = −iVol2(X)

∫
ds

C2(s)
∇2f, (15)
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where the laplacian is defined on the superspace, that is

∇2f = GMN ∂2f

∂ΦM∂ΦN
. (16)

Likewise, following the same procedure using (7) we obtain that the second quantum
correction can be written as

S2 =
1

2

∫
s

ds
Vol3(X)

C3(s)
∇2
(
∇2f

)
+

1

2

∫
s

ds
Vol5(X)

C5(s)

(
∇
(
∇2f

))2
, (17)

where we have denoted

(∇f)2 = GMN ∂f

∂ΦM

∂f

∂ΦN
. (18)

Thus, we note that once we have solved the system of equations, using (9), (15) and
(17) we can have a solution to the WDW equation up to second order in the WKB
expansion in general. Let us also remark that each term in the WKB expansion leads
to an independent equation from the WDW equation (such as eqs. (5)-(7) for the
first three terms), thus the system of equations will always have the same number of
variables as equations. Then, in principle we can compute the transition probabilities
up to any desired order. However, for simplicity, in the following we will keep only up
to the second quantum correction.

As we remarked in [30] the system of equations can be solved in general as long as
ΦM = ΦM(s) is satisfied, yielding the solutions

C2(s) = −2Vol(X)

f
(∇f)2, dΦM

ds
=

f

Vol(X)

∇Mf

(∇f)2
, (19)

where we rise indices with the superspace metric, that is

∇Mf = GMN ∂f

∂ΦN
. (20)

From eq. (19) we see that in general the various fields will be related by

dΦM

dΦN
=

∇Mf

∇Nf
, (21)

which is valid for every value of M and N such that dΦM,N ̸= 0. Therefore as long as
all the expressions are different from zero, we will always be able to reduce the number
of independent degrees of freedom to just one and change the integration variable from
s to such field in (9), (15) and (17).

So far, we have only studied the way in which we can obtain a general solution
from the WDW equation with up to second quantum correction terms. In order to
compute the transition probabilities, following [29, 30] next it will be deemed a wave
functional corresponding to a path in field space in which the scalar field evolves from
the false minimum to the true one. We also discuss a system which is kept at the false
minimum during the path, so we can consider that the squared ratio of the absolute
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value of these wave functionals can be interpreted as the transition probability for the
system to tunnel from the false to the true vacuum. Therefore, the transition tunnelling
probability for going from the false vacuum at ϕA to the true vacuum at ϕB is the decay
rate which is given by

P (A→ B) =

∣∣∣∣∣Ψ
(
φI0, ϕB;φ

I
m, ϕA

)
Ψ(φI0, ϕA;φ

I
m, ϕA)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
∣∣e−Γ

∣∣2 = exp[−2Re(Γ)], (22)

where we have denoted as φI the remaining fields on superspace apart from the scalar
field degree of freedom, Ψ

(
φI0, ϕB, φ

I
m, ϕA

)
is the wave functional corresponding to the

path that starts in φI(s = 0) = φI0 with the scalar field ϕB and ends in φI (s = sM) =
φIm with the scalar field ϕA. Therefore in the WKB approach considered here we can
write

±Γ =
i

ℏ
[
S (φm0 , ϕB;φ

m
M , ϕA)− S (φm0 , ϕA;φ

m
M , ϕA)

]
, (23)

where the sign ambiguity appears due to the fact that the general solution of the wave
functionals will be a linear superposition of exponential terms, however, we will keep
only the dominant terms. Thus, using the expansion (4) we can write up to second
order

±Γ = Γ0 + Γ1 + Γ2, (24)

where
Γ0 =

i
ℏ

[
S0 (φ

m
0 , ϕB;φ

m
M , ϕA)− S0 (φ

m
0 , ϕA;φ

m
M , ϕA)

]
,

Γ1 = i
[
S1 (φ

m
0 , ϕB;φ

m
M , ϕA)− S1 (φ

m
0 , ϕA;φ

m
M , ϕA)

]
,

Γ2 = iℏ
[
S2 (φ

m
0 , ϕB;φ

m
M , ϕA)− S2 (φ

m
0 , ϕA;φ

m
M , ϕA)

]
.

(25)

In this case Γ0 stands for the value that is calculated with the classical action, and it
will be referred to as the semiclassical contribution, Γ1 is the first quantum correction
to the transition probabilities, and Γ2 is the second quantum correction.

Let us remark that the concrete expression for the transition probabilities will
depend on the specific choice of s. In this work we will choose the parameter s such
that for the interval [0, s̄− δs], where s = 0 is the initial value, the field remains close
to its value at the true minimum ϕB, and for the interval [s̄+ δs, sM ] the field remains
very close to its value at the false minimum ϕA, then the scalar field takes the values

ϕ(s) ≈

{
ϕB, 0 < s < s̄− δs

ϕA, s̄+ δs < s < sM .
(26)

Thus, we establish a configuration in which there is a bubble of true vacuum in the
background of a false vacuum separated by a wall. Given the limitations of the minisu-
perspace approach in describing these transitions, this method remains our sole option
for implementing this configuration. Furthermore, we will always consider the thin
wall approximation in which δs→ 0. This choice for the s parameter allows to obtain
the solutions from the semiclassical computations on the Euclidean approach as was
shown in [29,30].
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With this choice, from (9) we obtain that the semiclassical contribution takes the
form

Γ0 =− 2Vol(X)i

ℏ

{∫ s̄−δs

s0

ds

C(s)
f

∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

−
∫ s−δs

s0

ds

C(s)
f

∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

+

∫ s̄+δs

s̄−δs
ds

[
f

C(s)
− f

C(s)

∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

]}
.

(27)

From (15) the first quantum correction is given by

Γ1 = Vol2(X)

[∫ s̄−δs

s0

ds

C2(s)
∇2f

∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

−
∫ s̄−δs

s0

ds

C2(s)
∇2f

∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

+

∫ s̄+δs

s̄−δs
ds

1

C2(s)

(
∇2f − ∇2f

∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

)]
.

(28)

Moreover from (17) the second quantum correction is written as

Γ2 =
iℏ
2

[∫ s−δs

s0

ds
Vol3(X)

C3(s)
∇2
(
∇2f

)∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

+

∫ s−δs

s0

ds
Vol5(X)

C5(s)

(
∇
(
∇2f

))2∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

−
∫ s̄−δs

s0

ds
Vol3(x)

C3(s)
∇2
(
∇2f

)∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

−
∫ s̄−δs

s0

ds
Vol5(x)

C5(s)

(
∇
(
∇2f

))2∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

+

∫ s̄+δs

s̄−δs
ds

Vol3(X)

C3(s)

(
∇2
(
∇2f

)
− ∇2

(
∇2f

)∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

)
+

∫ s̄+δs

s̄−δs
ds

Vol5(x)

C5(s)

((
∇
(
∇2f

))2 − (∇ (∇2f
))2∣∣∣

ϕ=ϕA

)]
.

(29)

Therefore, with these expressions we can compute the transition probabilities up to
second quantum correction for any model on superspace. Let us remark that we have
only assumed a generic form of the Hamiltonian constraint (1), thus these expressions
will be valid in principle for any metric and for any gravity theory that leads to a
Hamiltonian constraint of this form, in the same way that the semiclassical treatment
was valid for Hořava-Lifshitz gravity for example as shown in [31].

However, let us make some assumptions that will be relevant for this article in order
to describe some general features of the quantum correction terms. In this work we will
only consider General Relativity and the matter content of the system to be a scalar
field canonically coupled to gravity with a potential V (ϕ) that has a false and a true
minimum, thus the complete action is5

S =
1

2

∫
d4x

√
−gR−

∫
d4x

√
−g
[
1

2
gµν∂µϕ∂νϕ+ V (ϕ)

]
. (30)

This action will lead to a structure of the the Hamiltonian constraint which will allow
us to recast the function f as

f = H
(
φI
)
+ F

(
φI
)
V (ϕ), (31)

5Using natural units in which c = 1 and 8πG = 1.
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Furthermore, since the scalar field is canonically coupled, the superspace metric will
satisfy GMϕ = 0 for M ̸= ϕ. Moreover, for the same reason we can assume that
Gϕϕ = Gϕϕ

(
φI
)
. In addition, as we pointed out earlier, due to the fact that all fields

in superspace can be related through eq. (21), for the regions where the scalar field
is constant we can always write f = f (Φi) for some fixed i. In this way, the general
solutions (19) can be cast as

C(s) = ±iVol(X)

√
2(∇f)2
f

, ds =
Vol(X)(∇f)2

f∇if
dΦi, (32)

then we can change the integrals in s in the region of constant scalar field in (27), (28)
and (29) to integrals in the chosen degree of freedom Φi.

Moreover, for the third term in (27) we note that on the region of the path where
the scalar field is not a constant, we have the structure of a function that depends on
the degrees of freedom of the three-metric times a function of the scalar field minus the
same function evaluated at the false minimum. When dealing with the FLRW metric
this term coincides with the tension term in the bubble as found in [29]. Moreover,
in general we have dealt with these type of terms by defining constants (that we will
call tension terms) accompanying the function that depends on the degrees of freedom
of the metric evaluated at s̄, as previously done in [30–32]. This will be valid only on
the thin wall limit. Therefore, for the semiclassical contribution we define the tension
term as

Vol(X)F |Φ̄i T0 = −2Vol(X)i

∫ s̄+δs

s̄−δs

F

C(s)
(V − VA) . (33)

Thus, employing the thin wall limit, we finally obtain that the semiclassical contri-
bution is given by

Γ0 =∓
√
2Vol(X)

ℏ

∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

√
f(∇f)2
∇if

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

dΦi −
∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

√
f(∇f)2
∇if

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

dΦi


+

Vol(X)

ℏ
F

∣∣∣∣
Φ̄i

T0,

(34)

where the sign ambiguity in the right hand side appears because of the general solution
in (32) and will be independent of the sign ambiguity in the left hand side of the
expression (24). This expression gives the correct semiclassical results for all the metrics
considered in [30]. Furthermore, we note that in general, the transition probability
depends on two parameters, in this case Φ̄i and T0 that we will consider as independent.
Moreover, we note that the volume of the spatial slice is an overall constant. Thus for
metrics that do not have a finite value for this volume, we can always compactified the
spatial slice and consider appropriate constant values.

Following the same procedure, for the first quantum correction we obtain in the
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thin wall limit

Γ1 =− Vol(X)

2

∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

∇2f

∇if

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

dΦi −
∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

∇2f

∇if

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

dΦi


+Vol(X)

[
∇2
RF
∣∣
Φ̄i T1,1 + FGϕϕ

∣∣
Φ̄i T1,2

]
,

(35)

where T1,1 and T1,2 are tension terms defined analogously as in (33) but with their
corresponding function of the scalar field. Furthermore, we have denoted the restricted
laplacian as

∇2
RF = GIJ ∂2

∂φI∂φJ
F, (36)

i.e. the laplacian restricted only to the fields that are not the scalar field. We note that
if ∇2

RF = ζFGϕϕ for some constant ζ, or one of these functions is zero, the tension
terms can be reduced to only one term. Therefore, we note that in general the second
quantum correction will depend on three parameters, one coming from the metric,
namely Φ̄i and two tension terms at most. Furthermore, we note that once again we
obtain the global term Vol(X), thus there is not any problem with metrics that contain
noncompact spatial slices as well.

Finally, following the same procedure we obtain for the second quantum correction

Γ2 = ∓Vol(X)ℏ
4
√
2

∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

∇2 (∇2f)

∇if

√
f

(∇f)2

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

dΦi −
∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

∇2 (∇2f)

∇if

√
f

(∇f)2

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

dΦi


± Vol(X)ℏ

8
√
2

∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

(∇ (∇2f))
2

∇if

√(
f

(∇f)2

)3

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

dΦi −
∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

(∇ (∇2f))
2

∇if

√(
f

(∇f)2

)3

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕA

dΦi


+Vol(X)ℏ

{
∇2
R

(
∇2
RF
)∣∣

Φ̄i T2,1 +
[(
∇2
RF
)
Gϕϕ +∇2

R

(
FGϕϕ

)]∣∣
Φ̄i T2,2 + F

(
Gϕϕ

)2∣∣∣
Φ̄i
T2,3

+ 2∇R

(
∇2
RH
)
· ∇R

(
∇2
RF
)∣∣

Φ̄i T2,4 +
[
∇
(
∇2
RF
)]2∣∣∣

Φ̄i
T2,5 + Gϕϕ

(
∇2
RF
)2∣∣∣

Φ̄i
T2,6

+ 2F
(
Gϕϕ

)2∇2
RF
∣∣∣
Φ̄i
T2,7 + ∇R

(
∇2
RF
)
· ∇R

(
FGϕϕ

)∣∣
Φ̄i T2,8

+ 2∇R

(
∇2
RH
)
· ∇R

(
FGϕϕ

)∣∣
Φ̄i T2,9 +

[
∇R

(
FGϕϕ

)]2∣∣∣
Φ̄i
T2,10 + F 2

(
Gϕϕ

)3∣∣∣
Φ̄i
T2,11

}
,

(37)
where we have defined the tension terms T2,i with i = 1, ..., 11 in the same general form
as above in (33) with their corresponding functions of the scalar field, and the sign
ambiguity is the same as the one in eq. (34) for both terms. Furthermore, we have
defined the dot product in the superspace as

∇f · ∇g = GMN ∂f

∂ΦM

∂g

∂ΦN
. (38)

Therefore we note that the second quantum correction is described by Φ̄i one more
time but we have many new tension terms, at most we can have 11 new independent
constants (this is the maximum value, it can be reduced if some terms are zero or

10



equivalent). Furthermore, we obtain once again that the spatial slice volume Vol(X)
appears as a overall term. Thus we can compute the transition probabilities up to
second quantum correction for metrics with a noncompact spatial slice.

Let us remark that the number of tension terms increase when the quantum cor-
rections are taken into account. However, as we will see, at least for the metrics that
will be of interest to us in the present article, most of the terms will be related or will
vanish in such a way that in almost all cases we will only have one tension term per
order in the WKB expansion.

Furthermore, let us also point out that in the Euclidean approach the loop contri-
butions are taken into account by writing

Φi = Φi
Cl + Φi

Q, (39)

where Φi
Cl fulfils the equations of motion and Φi

Q are the quantum fluctuations. In
the Lorentzian formalism the results of the quantum corrections are described with the
same variable Φ̄i. However, the quantum fluctuations of the degrees of freedom of the
three metric are the responsible for adding all the integrals to Γ1 and Γ2. Furthermore,
the quantum fluctuations of the scalar field on the thin wall are the ones responsible
of creating all these new tension terms. Thus, these quantum corrections should cor-
respond to loop corrections in the Euclidean formalism as was proven at one loop for
field theory in [39].

3 Transitions for a closed FLRW metric

Now that we have described in detail the general method to compute the transition
probabilities, let us apply this method for metrics of cosmological interest. Let us begin
with the FLRW closed metric that describes a closed homogeneous isotropic universe
with positive spatial curvature.

The FLRW metric with positive curvature in 3+1 dimensions is written as

ds2 = −N2(t)dt2 + a2(t)
(
dr2 + sin2 rdΩ2

2

)
, (40)

where r ∈ [0, π], dΩ2
2 the metric of the sphere, a(t) is the scale factor and N(t) is the

lapse function. Considering that the scalar field coupled in (30) depends only on the
time variable, i.e., ϕ = ϕ(t), we obtain the Lagrangian for this system as

L = 3N(t)a(t)− 3a(t)ȧ(t)2

N(t)
+
a3(t)ϕ̇2

2N(t)
−N(t)a3(t)V (ϕ) (41)

where ȧ(t) stands for the derivative of a(t) with respect to the time variable t and
V (ϕ) is the scalar field potential. In a standard way, we obtain the conjugate canonical
momenta as

πN = 0, πa = −6aȧ

N
, πϕ =

a3ϕ̇

N
(42)

which leads to the Hamiltonian constraint

H = N

[
π2
ϕ

2a3
− π2

a

12a
− 3a+ a3V

]
≃ 0. (43)

11



As always, since the canonical momentum with respect to N vanishes, we can ignore
the prefactor and focus only on the term inside brackets in the last expression. Then
by comparing it with the general form (1), we see that for this metric the set of
minisuperspace variables is

{
ΦM
}
= {a, ϕ}, while the metric in minisuperspace results

in

(GMN) =

(
−1/6a 0

0 1/a3

)
. (44)

We identify the remaining terms as

f(a, ϕ) = −3a+ a3V (ϕ). (45)

We also note that for this metric the volume of the spatial slice is given by

Vol(X) =

∫ 2π

ϕ=0

∫ π

θ=0

∫ π

r=0

sin2 r sin θdrdθdϕ = 2π2 (46)

which is finite. In this case following the general method we can only choose Φi = a
since there is only one degree of freedom coming from the metric, furthermore we can
choose a0 = a(s = 0) = 0 since the expressions are well behaved for this value. Thus
in this case the semiclassical contribution to the transition probability (34) takes the
form

Γ0 =± 12π2

ℏ

{
1

VB

[(
1− VB

3
ā2
)3/2

− 1

]
− 1

VA

[(
1− VA

3
ā2
)3/2

− 1

]}

+
2π2

ℏ
ā3T0.

(47)

This result was derived in [29, 30] and coincides with the one obtained with the
Euclidean approach. We note from this result that limā→0 Γ0 = 0, then taking only
this semiclassical contribution we will obtain that the transition probability (22) fulfils
limā→0 P (A→ B) = 1. Therefore, interpreting the transition probabilities as probabil-
ity distributions of creating universes with a given size ā as it has been previously done
in [29–32], we note that the semiclassical contribution implies that the most possible
scenario is that the universe is created at the spatial singularity.

Let us continue with the first quantum correction, that is the term of order O (ℏ)
in the WKB expansion. The general expression for this term is written in (35). For
this metric we find that

∇2f = V (2) − V, (48)

where V (n) denotes the n-th derivative of the potential with respect to the scalar field.
Therefore, substituting in (35) we obtain

Γ1 = π2

[(
V

(2)
B

VB
− 1

)
ln
(
1− ā2VB

)
−

(
V

(2)
A

VA
− 1

)
ln
(
1− ā2VA

)]
+ 2π2T1. (49)

We note that in this case there is only one tension term, since both expressions for the
tension terms in the general form are equivalent, thus the first quantum correction only
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adds one independent parameter to the transition probability. Moreover we note that
limā→0 Γ1 = 2π2T1 which is a constant. Therefore, the inclusion of the first quantum
correction will not alter the fact that the point with the biggest probability is the
spatial singularity (ā = 0) but it reduces the probability in that point.

Let us now move on to the second quantum correction. In this case we obtain

∇2
(
∇2f

)
=

1

a3
(
V (4) − V (2)

)
,(

∇
(
∇2f

))2
=

1

a3
(
V (3) − V (1)

)2
.

(50)

Then, for this metric we have

Vol(X)ℏ
4
√
2

∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

∇2 (∇2f)

∇if

√
f

(∇f)2

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

dΦi = π2ℏ
(
V (4) − V (2)

)
F (VB, a)

∣∣∣∣ā
a0

, (51)

Vol(X)ℏ
8
√
2

∫ Φ̄i

Φi
0

(∇ (∇2f))
2

∇if

√(
f

(∇f)2

)3

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕB

= π2ℏ(V (3))2G(VB, a)

∣∣∣∣ā
a0

, (52)

where we have defined the functions

F (V, a) =

∫ (
1− V

3
ā2
)1/2

a (1− V ā2)2
da = −

√
1− V

3
a2

2 (−1 + V a2)
+

5

2
√
6
arctanh

(√
3− V a2√

2

)
− arctanh

[√
1− V

3
a2

]
,

(53)

G(V, a) =
∫ a(1−V

3
ā2)

3/2

(1−V ā2)4 da = 1
576

√
3V

[
−2

√
3−V a2(63−34V a2+3V 2a4)

(−1+V a2)3

−3
√
2 arctanh

(√
3−V a2√

2

)]
.

(54)

We note that the G(V, a) function is well behaved in the limit a → 0. On the other
hand the third term of the F (V, a) function diverges in this limit. However, we note
that this limit is independent of V , therefore we can eliminate this divergence in the
transition probability by imposing the condition

V
(4)
B − V

(2)
B = V

(4)
A − V

(2)
A . (55)

In this way we can still choose a0 = 0 in order to have access to the initial spatial
singularity. Furthermore for this metric from the eleven possible tension terms only
one remains since all the nonzero terms have the same dependence on ā, thus we finally
obtain that the second quantum correction is written as

Γ2 =± π2ℏ
{(
V

(4)
B − V

(2)
B

)
[F (VB, ā)− F (VA, ā)]−

(
V

(3)
B

)2
[G (VB, ā)−G (VB, 0)]

+
(
V

(3)
A

)2
[G (VA, ā)−G (VA, 0)]

}
+

2π2ℏ
ā3

T2.

(56)

13



We note that once again, the second quantum correction only adds one more indepen-
dent parameter tension term. From this result we also note that the limit limā→0 Γ2

will diverge because of the tension term. Thus, choosing appropriately the sign of (24)
we will obtain that taking into account up to second order in the quantum corrections
the transition probability fulfils limā→0 P (A → B) = 0. Therefore, the second order
quantum correction implies that the most probable size of the universe to be created is
at a finite nonzero value of the scale factor. In this way, the quantum correction terms
leads to a result that avoids the spatial singularity.

Let us remark from (47) that the semiclassical contribution Γ0 is well behaved for
all values of the potentials, but it can be complex for positive values of the potential
minima. However this not a problem since we always take only the real part. Nev-
ertheless we see from (49) that Γ1 have a divergence in ā2 = V −1

A,B which can occur
for positive values of the potential minima. Furthermore from (56) we note that Γ2

will also have a divergence appearing in ā2 = 5
VA,B

, which can also appear for positive

values of the potential minima. In these cases, the transition probability will only be
well defined up to an upper limit. On the other hand, we note that for negative po-
tential minima everything is well defined without any issue. Therefore positive values
of the potential minima will imply some additional restrictions for the validity of the
transition probabilities. Moreover, in order to have a well defined second quantum
correction term we need to impose additional restrictions on the higher derivatives of
the potential.

In order to explicitly visualize the effect of the first and second order quantum
corrections for all values of the scale factor, we plot in Figure 1 the transition proba-
bility (22) using the results for this metric, that is using eq. (47) for the semiclassical
contribution, eq. (49) for the first quantum correction and eq. (56) for the second
order quantum correction. We choose units in which ℏ = 0.1, we also choose VB = −2,

VA = −1,
V

(2)
B

VB
− 1 =

V
(2)
A

VA
− 1 = 0.5, V

(4)
B − V

(2)
B = −0.05, V

(3)
B = V

(3)
A = 0.1, T0 = 1,

T1 = 5 × 10−4 and T2 = 10−6. In order to have a well defined transition probability
we choose the plus sign in the left hand side of (24) and the minus sign in the right of
(47) which corresponds to the minus sign in (56) as well. We note that the result with
the semiclassical contribution only has a maximum value on the spatial singularity
and as ā increases, the probability decreases. The result including the first quantum
correction does not change the overall shape of the curve, it only reduces the overall
probability and make it fall faster. However, as we have previously seen, when the
second quantum correction is taken into account as well, the shape of the curve is
changed in the ultraviolet (small values of the scale factor), in such a way that the
maximum value of the transition probability is no longer in the spatial singularity, it
is instead located at a small nonzero value of the scale factor. From this point, the
same behaviour is encountered as in the other two results in the infrared, that is as
the scale factor increases, the probability decreases. Thus, the quantum corrections
are only relevant on the ultraviolet as expected.
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Figure 1: Transition probability for the positive FLRW metric in units such that

ℏ = 0.1, choosing VB = −2, VA = −1,
V

(2)
B

VB
− 1 =

V
(2)
A

VA
− 1 = 0.5, V

(4)
B − V

(2)
B = −0.05,

V
(3)
B = V

(3)
A = 0.1, T0 = 1, T1 = 5 × 10−4, T2 = 10−6. We plot the results with the

semiclassical contribution Γ0 (red line), including the first quantum correction Γ0 +Γ1

(blue line) and including the second quantum correction Γ0 + Γ1 + Γ2 (purple line).

4 Transitions for the flat FLRW metric

Let us consider now the FLRW metric with zero spatial curvature. This metric will
be important in the following since it represents the isotropic limit of the Bianchi III
metric. We can write this metric in cartesian coordinates as follows

ds2 = −N(t)dt2 + a2(t)
[
dx2 + dy2 + dz2

]
. (57)

As stated above, the gravitational and scalar fields depend only on the time variable
t. Thus the corresponding Lagrangian is given by

L = −3a(t)ȧ(t)2

N(t)
+
a3(t)ϕ̇2

2N(t)
−N(t)a3(t)V (ϕ) (58)

and the Hamiltonian constraint is

H = N

[
π2
ϕ

2a3
− π2

a

12a
+ a3V

]
≃ 0. (59)

As always theN function is not dynamical, so we can focus on the terms within brackets
and proceed to identify the metric in minisuperspace and the function f . Comparing
it with the general form (2) we see that once again the coordinates in minisuperspace
are

{
ΦM
}
= {a, ϕ} with the metric

GMN =

(
− 1

6a
0

0 1
a3

)
(60)
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and the function f reads
f(a, ϕ) = a3V (ϕ). (61)

We also note that in this case the spatial volume takes the form

Vol(X) =

∫∫∫
dxdydz. (62)

In a strict sense this volume is divergent as a result of the noncompact nature of the
3-space of the 3+1 decomposition. However, as we pointed out earlier we can constrain
the variables to a finite interval in order to obtain a finite value for this term. Since it
will be an overall constant we will not worry about its value and we will maintain it as
an arbitrary constant that will not modify the behaviour of the transition probabilities.

Then, substituting the above identifications for this metric into eq. (34) we obtain

Γ0 = ±2iVol(X)√
3ℏ

(√
VB −

√
VA

)
ā3 +

Vol(X)

ℏ
ā3T0. (63)

We note that limā→0 Γ0 = 0, then considering only the semiclassical contribution we
would obtain for the transition probability limα=0 P (A → B) = 1. Thus, once again,
the semiclassical contribution leads to a maximum value for probability at the initial
singularity.

Proceeding with the first quantum correction, we have also in this case

∇2f = V ′′ − V, (64)

that substituting back in (35) we get

Γ1 =
Vol(X)

2

(
V

(2)
B

VB
− V

(2)
A

VA

)
ln(a)

∣∣∣∣∣
ā

a0

+
Vol(X)

2
T1. (65)

Moreover, as in the previous case, there only remains a single tension term, thus the
first quantum correction only adds one independent constant. From this expression
we also notice that the choice a0 = 0 may lead to a divergence due to the logarithmic
term. Therefore, in order to obtain a consistent probability we are forced to impose
the condition on the second derivatives of the potential

V
(2)
B

VB
=
V

(2)
A

VA
. (66)

Thus the first quantum correction is written finally as

Γ1 =
Vol(x)

2
T1, (67)

which is just a constant. Consequently, as was discussed in the previous example, the
first quantum correction does not alter the overall behaviour, in particular the point
with maximum probability.
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Let us move on to the computation of the second quantum correction. For this
metric we also have

∇2
(
∇2f

)
=
V (4) − V (2)

a3
, (68)

(
∇
(
∇2f

))2
=

(
V (3) − V (1)

)2
a3

. (69)

Therefore, substituting back these equations into (37) and computing all the remaining
terms, we finally obtain

Γ2 =± iℏVol(X)

2

[
(WB −WA)

1

3a3

∣∣∣∣ā
a0

]
+

ℏVol(X)

ā3
T2, (70)

where we have defined

W =
V (2) − V (4)

√
3V 3/2

−
(
V (3)

)2
3
√
3V 5/2

. (71)

For this metric we obtain once again that from the eleven possible different tension
terms, only one dependence on ā appears, leading to only one tension term. In this
way, the second quantum correction also adds only one independent constant. Here
we also note that the choice a0 = 0 will lead to a divergence in the first term of
(70). However, for positive values of the potential minima we note that the first term
never contributes to the transition probability after taking the real part. Therefore,
for positive potentials the second quantum correction takes simply the form

Γ2 =
Vol(X)ℏ

ā3
T2. (72)

On the other hand, for negative potential minima, this divergence can be eliminated
by imposing the constraint

WA = WB. (73)

Then, the negative potential minima leads to an additional constraint on the higher
derivative terms of the potential, but it takes the same form as in the previous example.
In any case, we note that limα=0 Γ2 will diverge. Thus by choosing the proper signs,
we will obtain that limā→0 P (A→ B) = 0 as in the previous section.

We can plot the transition probability for this metric considering the semiclassical
contribution (63), the first quantum correction (67) and the second quantum correction
(72). In this case, we obtain the same general behaviour as the one encountered for the
positive FLRW metric in Figure 1 in the previous section. Therefore, for this metric
the second quantum correction will also lead to an avoidance of the initial singularity.

5 Transitions for the Bianchi III metric

Now that we have completed the study of the FLRWmetrics, let us move on to consider
metrics describing homogeneous but anisotropic universes.
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We will begin by considering the Bianchi III metric in the present section. In
cartesian coordinates this metric has the following form

ds2 = −N2(t)dt2 + A2(t)dx2 +B2(t)e−2αxdy2 + C2(t)dz2, (74)

where α ̸= 0 is a constant measuring the amount of anisotropy. We see that the
isotropy limit is performed by taking A(t) = B(t) = C(t) and α → 0 and results in
the flat FLRW metric. Furthermore, if we consider different values for the scale factors
A(t), B(t) and C(t) and take α → 0 we will obtain the anisotropic Bianchi I metric.

Let us consider now as usual a homogeneous scalar field coupled to gravity with
the above metric, the Lagrangian takes the form

L =− 1

N(t)
(Ȧ(t)Ḃ(t)C(t) + Ȧ(t)Ċ(t)B(t) + Ḃ(t)Ċ(t)A(t))− α2

A(t)
N(t)B(t)C(t)

+
ϕ̇2

2N(t)
A(t)B(t)C(t)− V (ϕ)N(t)A(t)B(t)C(t).

(75)
The canonical momenta are given by

πN = 0, πA = − 1

N
(ḂC + ĊB), πB = − 1

N
(ȦC + ĊA)

πC = − 1

N
(ȦB + ḂA), πϕ =

ϕ̇

N
ABC.

(76)

Then, the Hamiltonian constraint takes the form

H = N

[
A

4BC
π2
A +

B

4AC
π2
B +

C

4AB
π2
C − 1

2C
πAπB − 1

2B
πAπC − 1

2A
πBπC

+
π2
ϕ

2ABC
+
α2BC

A
+ V (ϕ)ABC

]
≃ 0.

(77)

Comparing with the general form (1), we see that the coordinates on minisuperspace
are

{
ΦM
}
= {A,B,C, ϕ}. Moreover the metric is written as

(
GMN

)
=

1

2ABC


A2 −AB −AC 0

−AB B2 −BC 0
−AC −BC C2 0
0 0 0 2

 (78)

and the function f reads

f(A,B,C, ϕ) = ABC

(
V (ϕ) +

α2

A2

)
. (79)

We also note that in this case the volume of X is given by

Vol(X) =

∫∫∫
e−αxdxdyxdz (80)
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which again is finite only if we restrict to a finite interval in y and z but we will con-
sider it as an arbitrary constant. In [30] the semiclassical contribution to the transition
probability was studied for this metric. However, in that work a convenient factoriza-
tion was used to obtain a result consistent in the case of a vanishing potential. In the
present case it will be more convenient to consider the Hamiltonian constraint without
any factorization. The dependence of the results on a particular factorization will be
explored in the Appendix A.

We note that for this metric we have more than one variable on the minisuperspace
apart from the scalar field. Thus, as it was stated in the general method in Section
2 these variables will be related as a consequence of the semiclassical expansion. In
particular, in the region where the scalar field is constant eq. (21) leads to

dB

dC
=
B

C
,

dA

dB
=
A
(
V + 3α2

A2

)
B
(
B − α2

A2

) , (81)

which can be integrated to obtain

B = b0C = b1

(
A2 + 3α2

V

)2/3
A1/3

, (82)

where b0 and b1 are integration constants. However, we can set these constants to 1
by rescaling the variables on the metric in a suitable way for each of the solutions and
demanding continuity on the wall at B̄. Therefore we obtain for the region where the
scalar field is constant

B = C =

(
A2 + 3α2

V

)2/3
A1/3

. (83)

From this relation we note that the isotropy limit leads to limα→0B = A. Therefore,
all the anisotropy will be measured by the constant α, Moreover as we pointed out
previously the limit α → 0 corresponds to the Bianchi I metric, thus from these relations
we note that if we study the Bianchi I metric, we will be forced to obtain the flat FLRW
metric and its corresponding result. Thus, the Bianchi III metric is more suitable to
study the effect of anisotropy.

Furthermore, we note that given α ̸= 0, the variable B will diverge as A→ 0, On the
other hand for big values of A, B increases with A. Thus, in this case the cosmological
behaviour does not describe a spatial singularity at the beginning (A = 0). Instead we
have in the early universe (understood as small values of A) a behaviour in which B
and C start with big values (infinite in principle), then as A grows, they decrease until
they reach a minimum value, from where they start growing. For positive potential
minima this minimum value is nonzero, whereas for a negative potential minimum it
is zero but always with a nonzero value of A. Thus, we have a phase of contraction
on the B and C direction, until they reach a point where they start an expansion
as A expands, that is, similar to a bounce scenario as the dimension described by A
emerges6. We note that the size of the contraction phase before the bounce depends

6The relation between the coordinates can change if we consider a different factorization. This
point will be discussed in the Appendix A.
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on the size of the values of 3α2

V
and it disappears in the isotropy limit. Let us remark

that since we have two different degrees of freedom coming from the metric, namely A
and B we can write the transition probabilities in terms of any of these two, however
only A is single-valued in time, whereas the other two can have the same value twice
given the bounce nature. For all these reasons we will consider only positive values of
the potential minima and from now on write the transition probabilities in terms of
the A function.

With the identifications made above for this metric, substituting back in (27) we
obtain for the semiclassical contribution

Γ0 =± 2iVol(X)

ℏ

[√
VBFIII(VB, A)

∣∣∣∣Ā
A0

−
√
VAFIII(VA, A)

∣∣∣∣Ā
A0

]

+
Vol(X)

ℏ
Ā1/3

(
Ā2 +

3α2

VB

)4/3

T0,

(84)

where we have defined the function

FIII(V,A) =

∫ (
A2 + 3α2

V

)1/3
A5/3

√(
A2 +

α2

V

)(
A2 − α2

V

)(
3A2 +

5α2

V

)
dA. (85)

It can be shown that the Bianchi III results (84) coincides with the flat FLRW result
(63) in the isotropy limit α → 0 as we expected.

Taking A0 = 0 we note from the last expression that limĀ→0 Γ0 = 0. Thus we
obtain once again that considering only the semiclassical contribution the probability
will have its biggest value in Ā = 0. However, let us remark that in this case this
point does not represent a spatial singularity. Furthermore, we plot the last expression
varying with respect to α to obtain Figure 2, where in order to have a well-behaved
probability we have chosen the minus sign in both sign ambiguities. Additionally, we
choose positive values for the potential minima, VB = 1 and VA = 5, and for the tension
term T0 = 1. We can see that the form of the semiclassical contribution coincides with
the general form of the FLRW results. Moreover, the effect of anisotropy is to decrease
the value of the transition probability as the value of α increases, and the case α → 0
corresponds to the FLRW result, in this form our result is consistent with [30].

Let us continue now with the computation of the first quantum correction, in this
case we obtain

∇2f = V (2) − 3V +
2α2

A2
. (86)

Then, computing the remaining terms and substituting back in eq. (35) we obtain for
the first quantum correction

Γ1 = Vol(X)

(V (2)
B

VB
− 11

3

)
ln

√√√√Ā2 + 3α2

VB

A2
0 +

3α2

VB

−

(
V

(2)
A

VA
− 11

3

)
ln

√√√√Ā2 + 3α2

VA

A2
0 +

3α2

VA


+Vol(X)T1.

(87)
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Figure 2: Transition probabilities for the Bianchi III metric in units such that ℏ = 1,
choosing VB = 1, VA = 5, T0 = 1. We plot the results of the semiclassical contribution
Γ0 varying the value of α. We choose the cases, α = 0 that corresponds to the flat
FLRW case (red line), α = 0.075 (blue line), α = 0.1 (yellow line), α = 0.15 (green
line) and α = 0.2 (purple line).

We note that taking the isotropic limit α → 0 in the last expression we obtain the
flat FLRW result of eq. (67). However, contrary to that case, we will not have any
divergence if we take A0 = 0 as long as α ̸= 0. Moreover, in order to obtain the flat
FLRW result in the limit α → 0 we impose the same condition (66), thus the first
quantum correction takes the form

Γ1 = Vol(X)


(
V

(2)
B

VB
− 11

3

)
ln


√√√√Ā2 + 3α2

VB

A2
0 +

3α2

VB

√√√√Ā2 + 3α2

VA

A2
0 +

3α2

VA

+Vol(X)T1. (88)

Now choose A0 = 0, then the latter simplifies to

Γ1 = Vol(X)

(
V

(2)
B

VB
− 11

3

)
ln

√√√√VB
VA

(
Ā2 + 3α2

VB

Ā2 + 3α2

VA

)
+Vol(X)T1. (89)

However, we note that once we have chosen A0 = 0 we can not longer recover the
flat FLRW result (67) in the isotropy limit. In the isotropy limit the first quantum
correction will be a constant, but the first term will contribute with a logarithmic
constant term as well. Thus, the first quantum correction does not lead exactly to
the flat FLRW result in the isotropy limit. Furthermore, we also note that we only
obtain one tension term, thus the first quantum correction adds only one independent
constant. Moreover, we note that in order to have a well defined probability we should
choose only positive values of the potential minima as we have remarked before. In
addition, we also note that limĀ→0 Γ1 = Vol(X)T1 which is a constant, thus as in the
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previous cases the first quantum correction will not alter the behaviour near the value
Ā = 0. In Figure 3 we show a plot of this result taking different values of α, we have

considered the same values for the potential minima, and choose
V

(2)
B

VB
− 11

3
= −0.005,

T0 = 1, T1 = 0.1. We see that the general behaviour is the same that the FLRW result.
That is, for all values of α, the first quantum correction does not change the overall
behaviour, it only reduces the probability. The effect of anisotropy is to reduce the
probability once again. Moreover, in this case the isotropy limit does not correspond
exactly to the flat FLRW result.

Figure 3: Transition probabilities for the flat FLRW (orange line) and Bianchi III

metrics in units such that ℏ = 1, choosing VB = 1, VA = 5,
V

(2)
B

VB
− 11

3
= −0.005, T0 = 1,

T1 = 0.1. We plot the results of the semiclassical contribution plus the first quantum
correction, Γ0 + Γ1, varying the value of α; we choose the cases α = 0 (purple line),
α = 0.075 (blue line), α = 0.1 (yellow line), α = 0.15 (green line) and α = 0.2 (red
line). The isotropy limit of the Bianchi III metric α → 0, does not correspond exactly
with the flat FLRW result

Finally, for the second correction we obtain in this case

∇2
(
∇2f

)
=
V (4) − 3V (2) + 6α2

A2

ABC
, (90)

[
∇
(
∇2f

)]2
=

(V (3) − 3V (1))2 + 8α4

A4

ABC
. (91)

Then, computing the remaining terms in eq. (37) we obtain for the second quantum
correction

Γ2 = ±iℏVol(X)

2

[
1

V
3/2
B

HIII(VB, A)

∣∣∣∣Ā
A0

− 1

V
3/2
A

HIII(VA, A)

∣∣∣∣Ā
A0

]

+
Vol(X)ℏ

Ā1/3
(
Ā2 + 3α2

VB

)4/3T2, (92)
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where the HIII function is defined as

HIII(V,A) =

∫
dA

A1/3
(
A2 + 3α2

V

)7/3
√

A2 + α2

V

(A2 − α2

V
)(3A2 + 5α2

V
)

×

6α2 +
(
V (4) − 3V (2)

)
A4 +

(
(V (3))2A4 + 8α2

) (
A2 + α2

V

)
V
(
A2 − α2

V

) (
3A2 + 5α2

V

)
 .

(93)

As in the previous case we note that the first term of eq. (92) has an overall i, thus
if the function is always real for positive potentials, this term will not contribute.
Furthermore we note that once again only one tension term is added from the eleven
possible because the nonzero terms have the same depend with A. However, if we take
the isotropy limit for this result we obtain

lim
α=0

Γ2 =± iℏVol(X)

2

[(
W̄B − W̄A

) 1

3A3

∣∣∣∣Ā
A0

]
+

ℏVol(X)

Ā3
T2, (94)

where

W̄ =

(
3V (2) − V (4)

)
√
3V 3/2

−
(
V (3)

)2
3
√
3V 5/2

, (95)

which is very similar to the result for the FLRW metric in eq. (70). The only difference
appears in the constant accompanying the second derivative on the W function, in this
case it is a factor of 3, whereas for the flat FLRW metric it was just a factor of 1. The
differences that appear at first and second quantum corrections come from the fact
that although the FLRW metric follows from the isotropy limit α → 0, if we look for
the definition of the canonical momenta on this case in (76), we note that the isotropy
limit does not lead to the canonical momentum of the single scale factor of the FLRW
metric in (42). The same occurs with the metric on superspace, thus the structure of
the minisuperspace is not the same after taking the isotropy limit and we should not
expect the same results in all scenarios. In particular we note that the laplacian in
the Bianchi III metric (86) does not lead to the laplacian for the FLRW metric (86)
in the isotropy limit. It is interesting that this discrepancy appears when we take into
account the quantum corrections and it only changes by constants, it does not change
the general behaviour. Furthermore, we note that in the general case we have for this
metric that limĀ→0 Γ2 will diverge, thus, making the probability vanish on this limit
after choosing the appropriate signs.

Now, by considering different values of α, and arduously exploring the expression
(93) we can find values of the parameters in which HIII only takes real values. In
this way, the first term in (92) does not contribute to the transition probability, we
only have the tension term. This can be done for example by choosing VB = 1,

VA = 5,
V

(2)
B

VB
− 11

3
= −0.005, T0 = 1, T1 = 0.1, T2 = 0.05, (V

(3)
A )2 = (V

(3)
B )2 = 0.1,

V
(4)
A − 3V

(2)
A = V

(4)
B − 3V

(2)
B = 0.1. The resulting transition probabilities are shown in

Figure 4 for different values of α. It is shown that the general form corresponds to the
behaviour encountered in the FLRW metrics. The effect of anisotropy is once again to
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reduce the probability and move the maximum value towards smaller values of Ā as
anisotropy is increased.

In summary, we have obtained that the behaviour of the transition probabilities
for the Bianchi III metric is in general the same as for the FLRW metrics, that is,
the semiclassical contribution leads to a maximum value at the origin of Ā, the first
quantum correction reduces the probability but does not change the overall shape
and the second quantum correction leads to a vanishing probability in this point.
However, as we pointed out earlier for this metric this point does not represents a
spatial singularity. What is being avoided in this case is the situation where one
dimension is absent and the other two are infinite in size. We could try different
factorizations looking for a scenario that allows us to have access to a spatial singularity
in this anisotropic metric looking for a description where the second quantum correction
avoids such singularity. However, as we will show in the Appendix A this scenario does
not exist. Therefore, we conclude that the avoidance of the initial singularity due to
quantum corrections is only possible in the isotropic case. Moreover, we have shown
that the effect of the anisotropy is to reduce the probability in all scenarios, making
it fall faster. In particular, when considering up to second quantum correction terms,
the maximum point of the probability is moved towards smaller values of Ā.

Figure 4: Transition probabilities for the flat FLRW (orange line) and Bianchi III

metrics in units such that ℏ = 1, choosing VB = 1, VA = 5,
V

(2)
B

VB
− 11

3
= −0.005, T0 = 1,

T1 = 0.1, T2 = 0.05, (V
(3)
A )2 = (V

(3)
B )2 = 0.1, V

(4)
A − 3V

(2)
A = V

(4)
B − 3V

(2)
B = 0.1. We

plot the results of the semiclassical contribution plus the first and second quantum
corrections, Γ0 + Γ1 + Γ2, varying the value of α; we choose the cases α = 0 (purple
line), α = 0.075 (blue line), α = 0.1 (yellow line), α = 0.15 (green line) and α = 0.2
(red line). The isotropy limit of the Bianchi III metric α → 0, does not correspond
exactly with the flat FLRW result

24



6 Transitions for the Kantowski-Sachs metric

Finally, we will consider the Kantowski-Sachs metric. This metric describes an anisotropic
universe or the interior of a Schwarzschild black hole. Following the parametrization
proposed by Misner [51] we can write down this metric in the form

ds2 = −N2(t)dt2 + e2
√
3β(t)dr2 + e−2

√
3(β(t)+Ω(t))

[
dθ2 + sin2(θ)dψ2

]
, (96)

with 0 ≤ θ ≤ π and 0 ≤ ψ ≤ 2π. Let us define for simplicity the functions γ(t) = e
√
3β(t)

and σ(t) = e−
√
3Ω(t), then the metric is written as

ds2 = −N2(t)dt2 + γ2(t)dr2 +
σ2(t)

γ2(t)

[
dθ2 + sin2 θdψ2

]
(97)

Considering once again a homogeneous scalar field the Lagrangian takes the form

L =
σ2(t)

γ3(t)N(t)
γ̇2 − σ̇2

γ(t)N(t)
+N(t)γ(t) +

[
ϕ̇2

2N(t)
−N(t)V (ϕ)

]
σ2(t)

γ(t)
(98)

and the Hamiltonian constraint turns out to be

H = N

[
γ3

4σ2
π2
γ −

γ

4
π2
σ +

γ

2σ2
π2
ϕ +

σ2

γ
V (ϕ)− γ

]
≃ 0. (99)

Once more, we can focus only on the term inside brackets, and comparing it with
the general form (1), we observe that the coordinates defining the minisuperspace are{
ΦM
}
= {γ, σ, ϕ}. Thus, the metric is

GMN =

 γ3

2σ2 0 0
0 −γ

2
0

0 0 γ
σ2

 (100)

and the function f is given by

f(γ, σ, ϕ) =
σ2

γ
V (ϕ)− γ. (101)

We also have in this case that the volume of the spatial slice X reads

Vol(X) =

∫
r

∫ π

θ=0

∫ 2π

ψ=0

sin θdrdθdψ = 4π

∫
dr, (102)

which is finite only if we restrict it to a finite interval in r, since the spatial slice is
again noncompact in this scenario. Thus we will consider it as an overall arbitrary
constant as in the previous cases.

In order to obtain a consistent system of equations we need to consider nonzero
values for the potential minima. Therefore for the region of constant scalar field, the
relations (21) leads in this case to the differential equation

2σV dγ − γ

(
γ2

σ2
+ V

)
dσ = 0. (103)
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Integration of this expression leads to the relation

γ2 =
σ2V

1− cσ
, (104)

where c is an integration constant. We note that by definition γ and σ are positive
functions, therefore c has to fulfill the condition

V

1− cσ
> 0, (105)

which depends on the value of V (either VA or VB) and the possible values that σ can
have. From this expression we note that limσ→0 γ = 0 but limσ→0

σ2

γ2
= 1

V
. Therefore,

we note from the form of the metric (97) that the limit σ → 0 leads to the vanishing
of the radial component but not of the angular part, thus once again we will not have
access to a spatial singularity.

Computing the remaining terms and substituting back in (34) we obtain

Γ0 = ±Vol(X)i

ℏ

[
cBFKS [cB, σ]

∣∣∣∣σ̄
σ0

− cAFKS [cA, σ]

∣∣∣∣σ̄
σ0

]
+

Vol(X)

ℏ
σ̄T√
VB

√
1− cBσ̄,

(106)
where we have defined the function

FKS[c, x] =

∫ √
4− 3cx

1− cx
xdx

= − 2

9c2
[
√
4− 3cx(5 + 3cx)− 9 arctanh(

√
4− 3cx)].

(107)

This result was first derived in [30]. We note that limσ̄→0 Γ0 = 0. Thus once again
the semiclassical contribution leads to a maximum value for the probability located at
σ̄ = 0. Furthermore, we note that in this semiclassical contribution the tension term
will be the only one that contributes after taking the real part since the integral with
a constant scalar field gives always imaginary numbers.

Moving further, for the first quantum correction we obtain

∇2f = V ′′. (108)

Then, computing the remaining terms and substituting back in (35) we obtain for the
first quantum correction

Γ1 =
Vol(X)

2

(V (2)
B

VB
− V

(2)
A

VA

)
ln(σ)

∣∣∣∣∣
σ̄−δσ

σ0

+Vol(X)T1, (109)

where we note again that there only appears one tension term, thus it only adds one
extra parameter. Furthermore, we note that the divergence that appeared in the flat
FLRW result in (65) appears again here and we are led to impose also the condition
(66). Thus, we finally obtain

Γ1 = Vol(X)T1, (110)
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which is only a constant. Therefore, the general behaviour is unaltered by the first
quantum correction.

Carrying out with the analysis to the second quantum correction, we note that for
this metric

∇2
(
∇2f

)
=

γ

σ2
V (4), (111)(

∇
(
∇2f

))2
=

γ

σ2

(
V (3)

)2
. (112)

Therefore, computing the remaining necessary terms we obtain from (37) that the
second quantum correction term is written as

Γ2 = ±Vol(X)iℏ
4

V (4)
B

VB
HKS(cB, σ)

∣∣∣∣σ̄
σ0

+

(
V

(3)
B

VB

)2

IKS(cB, σ)

∣∣∣∣σ̄
σ0

− V
(4)
A

VA
HKS(cA, σ)

∣∣∣∣σ̄
σ0

−

(
V

(3)
A

VA

)2

IKS(cA, σ)

∣∣∣∣σ̄
σ0

+
Vol(X)ℏ

σ̄

√
VB

1− cBσ̄
T2,

(113)
where we have defined the functions

HKS(c, σ) =

∫
dσ

σ2
√
4− 3cσ

= −
√
4− 3cσ

4σ
− 3c

8
arctanh

(√
4− 3cσ

2

)
, (114)

IKS(c, σ) =

∫
1− cσ

σ2 (4− 3cσ)3/2
dσ = − 1

16

[
4− cσ

σ
√
4− 3cσ

+
c

2
arctanh

(√
4− 3cσ

2

)]
.

(115)
Furthermore, we note from this result that the functions HKS and IKS have a

divergence if we choose σ0 = 0, but this divergence is independent of c. Therefore, in
order to have a well defined probability we can eliminate those divergences by imposing
the conditions

V 4
B

VB
=
V 4
A

VA
,

(
V 3
B

VB

)2

=

(
V 3
A

VA

)2

. (116)

We note that as in all the previous cases all the possible tension terms reduce to
only one and that it is written in such a way that limσ̄→0 Γ2 diverges, therefore choosing
the appropriate signs the probability of having a universe created at σ̄ = 0 vanishes.
However, we note that as in the Bianchi III result we are not avoiding the singularity,
we are just preventing this point which has a different physical meaning. Furthermore,
when we plot the transition probabilities for the semiclassical contribution in (106),
the first quantum correction in (110) and the second quantum correction in (113) we
obtain the same qualitative behaviour as the one encountered for the FLRW metric in
Figure 1.

7 Final Remarks

In this article we have studied the quantum corrections to the vacuum transitions
probabilities between two minima of a scalar field potential employing a Lorentzian
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formalism in the presence of gravity. First of all, we expanded a method previously
proposed in [29,30] to describe these probabilities by computing solutions of the WDW
equation using a semiclassical expansion of the WKB type. We have shown how to
take into account the quantum corrections to the general method for any model in
the superspace. We note that each quantum correction corresponds to considering one
higher-order term in the ℏ expansion of the WKB proposal. Then, the WDW equation
provides one equation for every term in the semiclassical expansion considered. There-
fore, in principle, the system of equations will always be solvable. Thus this method
can account for any desired order in the quantum corrections. Moreover, by choosing
the parameter defining the integral curves in the superspace in an appropriate form as
has been used in previous works, and applying some general considerations, we have
obtained explicit analytical expressions for the semiclassical contributions and up to
second order quantum corrections in (34), (35) and (37). One important feature of
these general expressions is that all of them have the volume of the spatial slice as an
overall constant, a feature that we expect will be maintained regardless of the order
of the quantum correction that we wish to compute and that allows to compute the
transition probabilities for metrics with a noncompact spatial slice. Furthermore, all
expressions are described in terms of one degree of freedom coming from the metric
evaluated at the point where the transition is made. Thus, the interpretation of the
probability functions obtained can still be stated as describing probability distributions
of creating universes with a given size as was done for the semiclassical contributions
on previous works. However, taking into account the quantum corrections, new ten-
sion terms were added in increasing numbers. These terms arrived from the quantum
fluctuations of the scalar field and may not be independent if the functions on the
metric accompanying them are proportional or vanish. For example, on all the metrics
considered in the main text only one tension term was added for each order in the
expansion.

Then, we applied our method to some metrics of cosmological interest using General
Relativity. We found analytical expressions for the transition amplitudes for homoge-
neous isotropic and anisotropic metrics. These expressions include the semiclassical
contributions and two quantum corrections and are described by the potential minima
and its derivatives, tension terms, and only one variable from the metric that represents
the size of the universe at the time of nucleation.

For an isotropic universe we studied the FLRW metric with positive and zero cur-
vature. In order to obtain well defined probabilities, the quantum corrections implied
extra restrictions on the derivatives of the potential evaluated at the minima. The
general behaviour of the transition probabilities was shown in Figure 1. It was shown
that the semiclassical contribution leads to a probability that starts at its maximum
value on the spatial singularity and falls to zero as the scale factor increases. The first
quantum correction does not change the overall shape, it only reduces the probability.
On the other hand, the second quantum correction changes the behaviour in the singu-
larity, leading to the prediction that the maximum probability is located at small size
of the scale factor but different from zero, in this way the quantum corrections leads
to an avoidance of the initial singularity. We also noted that the quantum correction
terms are relevant on the ultraviolet described by small values of the scale factor but
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they do not change the behaviour in the infrared as we expected.
For an anisotropic universe we studied the Bianchi III and the Kantowski-Sachs

metrics. For the Bianchi metric we encountered the same general form of the transi-
tion probability as in the isotropic case. However, the point of maximum probability
in the semiclassical contribution that is avoided in the second quantum correction in
this case does not represent an initial singularity. The different scale factors are related
as a consequence of the integral curves on superspace in such a way that such point
describes a scenario where two cartesian directions have infinite value for their scale
factor whereas the third direction has a zero scale factor. However, if we factorize
some terms in the Hamiltonian constraint we can obtain new Hamiltonians that are
equivalent at the classical level but at the quantum level they lead to different forms of
the WDW equation and different relations of the scale factors. This ambiguity on the
correct choice for the Hamiltonian constraint is equivalent to the ordering ambiguity
in the quantization procedure for the squared momentum. However, as we showed in
the Appendix A, once we obtain a proper factorization that allows a initial spatial
singularity, the avoidance of such point is lost and we only obtain transition probabil-
ities that leads to a maximum value at the initial singularity. Thus, the avoidance of
the spatial singularity due to quantum corrections to the transition probabilities can
only be obtained in the isotropic universe. Furthermore, at the classical level the limit
α → 0 of the Bianchi III metric results in the flat FLRW metric. We encountered that
the results from the semiclassical contribution indeed lead to the flat FLRW result in
such isotropy limit. However, the quantum corrections lead to a very similar result
but differs from the flat FLRW result by some constants. Thus, the different structure
of the superspace from these two metrics is revealed only after considering quantum
corrections. Furthermore, by varying the parameter α we found that the effect of
anisotropy, even adding quantum corrections, is to decrease the transition probability,
preserving the form that was observed for the FLRW case of positive curvature. On
the other hand, for the Kantowski-Sachs metric we also encountered the same general
behaviour for the transition probabilities as for the previous cases. But once again the
point that gets avoided represents a point where the radial part of the metric is set to
zero but not the angular part, thus it is not an spatial singularity.

Let us remark, that in the Euclidean formalism the computation of the quantum
corrections to the transition probabilities is troublesome. However, in the Lorentzian
formalism we could compute such corrections in a fairly simple form by considering
higher order terms in the semiclassical expansion. It will be interesting to investigate
if some of the properties outlined in this article such as the avoidance of the initial sin-
gularity for the isotropic universe can also be encountered on the Euclidean formalism
or if this represent a relevant departure from both approaches.
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A Effects of a given factorization to the transition

probabilities

In order to determine the effect of choosing a different factorization for the Hamilto-
nian constraint in the Bianchi III and flat FLRW metrics, let us consider a general
factorization of the Hamiltonian of the Bianchi III metric (77) in the form

H =NA−γB−δC−ζ
[
Aγ+1Bδ−1Cζ−1

4
π2
A +

Bδ+1Aγ−1Cζ−1

4
π2
B +

Cζ+1Aγ−1Bδ−1

4
π2
C

− AγBδCζ−1

2
πAπB − AγCζBδ−1

2
πAπC − Aγ−1BδCζ

2
πBπC +

Aγ−1Bδ−1Cζ−1

2
π2
ϕ

+α2Aγ−1Bδ+1Cζ+1 + V (ϕ)Aγ+1Bδ+1Cζ+1
]
≃ 0,

(117)
where γ, δ and ζ are integers. We now consider the Hamiltonian constraint to be
the terms within brackets, then after identifying the metric and the corresponding f
function we can proceed to relate the degrees of freedom of the metric when the scalar
field is constant by employing eq. (21). In this case we obtain

dA

dB
=

(
A

B

)
(γ − 1− δ − ζ)V + α2

A2 (γ − 3− δ − ζ)

(δ − 1− γ − ζ)V + α2

A2 (δ + 1− γ − ζ)
, (118)

and
dB

dC
=

(
B

C

)
(δ − 1− γ − ζ)V + α2

A2 (δ + 1− γ − ζ)

(ζ − 1− γ − δ)V + α2

A2 (ζ + 1− γ − δ)
. (119)

The second relation is very difficult to solve because of the appearance of the A function.
We can simplify this expression by choosing δ = ζ. Then we obtain

B = b0C (120)

where b0 is an integration constant that will be taken as 1. In the same way, it is found
that

B = a0A
ϕ1

[
A2 + ϕ2

α2

V

]ϕ3
(121)

where a0 is another integration constant that will be taken as 1 and

ϕ1 =
1− γ

γ − 3− 2ζ
, ϕ2 =

γ − 3− 2ζ

γ − 1− 2ζ
, ϕ3 =

2(ζ + 1)

(2ζ + 1− γ)(2ζ + 3− γ)
. (122)

Nevertheless, we want to obtain an isotropy limit that leads to the flat FLRW metric
in order to correctly study the effect of anisotropy, that is we require limα=0B = A.
This leads to the condition

ϕ1 + 2ϕ3 = 1, (123)

which gives us the solution ζ = γ. In this way, the most general factorization requires
γ = ζ = δ. So the above definitions are simplified as

ϕ1 =
γ − 1

γ + 3
, ϕ2 =

γ + 3

γ + 1
, ϕ3 =

2

γ + 3
. (124)
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However, as we remarked in the main text the motivation to consider a different fac-
torization is to have access to an initial singularity for the Bianchi III metric, that is
that we can have limA→0B = 0. We note from eq. (121) that this behaviour can be
obtained by requiring that ϕ1 > 0, which leads to

γ > 1, or γ < −3. (125)

Furthermore, the general form of the metric in minisuperspace is

(
GMN

)
=

1

2


Aγ+1(BC)γ−1 −(AB)γCγ−1 −(AC)γBγ−1 0
−(AB)γCγ−1 Bγ+1(AC)γ−1 −(BC)γAγ−1 0
−(AC)γBγ−1 −(BC)γAγ−1 Cγ+1(AB)γ−1 0

0 0 0 2(ABC)γ−1

 (126)

and we can identify
f = H(A,B,C) + F (A,B,C)V (ϕ), (127)

with
H(A,B,C) = α2Aγ−1(BC)γ+1, F (A,B,C) = (ABC)γ+1. (128)

With these considerations we can proceed to compute the transition probabilities with
up to second quantum corrections using the general expressions (34), (35) and (37).
However, we note that all the integrals on the three expressions will vanish in the limit
Ā→ A0 = 0. Therefore, the behaviour of the transition probabilities in the singularity
is dictated only by the tension terms. Thus, let us analyse the resulting tension terms
due the three contributions.

Following (34) the tension term for the semiclassical contribution takes the form

Vol(X)

ℏ
Ā

(γ+1)(3γ+1)
γ+3

[
Ā2 +

γ + 3

γ + 1

α2

VB

] 4(γ+1)
γ+3

T0. (129)

From this expression we note that the important quantity to keep track in order to
study the behaviour in the initial singularity is given by

β0 =
(γ + 1)(3γ + 1)

γ + 3
. (130)

Furthermore, taking the limit α → 0 of (129) we are lead consistently to the tension
term of the flat FLRW metric

Vol(X)

ℏ
ā3(γ+1)T0, (131)

from where we note that relevant quantity is

η0 = 3(γ + 1). (132)

In the same way, following (35) for the first quantum correction Γ1 we obtain only one
tension term written as

Vol(X)Ā
2γ(3γ+1)

γ+3

[
Ā2 +

γ + 3

γ + 1

α2

VB

] 8γ
γ+3

T1. (133)
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In the previous equation (133) we see that the relevant quantity to study the initial
singularity is

β1 =
2γ(3γ + 1)

γ + 3
. (134)

One again taking the limit α → 0 we obtain the corresponding tension term for the
flat FLRW metric

Vol(X)ā6γT1, (135)

where the relevant quantity is
η1 = 6γ. (136)

Finally, for the second quantum correction (37), we obtain only 3 different tension
terms in the form

Vol(X)ℏ

Ā 9γ2−1
γ+3

[
Ā2 +

γ + 3

γ + 1

α2

VB

] 4(3γ−1)
γ+3

T2,1 + Ā
15γ2−7
γ+3

[
Ā2 +

γ + 3

γ + 1

α2

VB

] 4(5γ−1)
γ+3

T2,2

+ Ā
(5γ−1)(3γ+1)

γ+3

[
Ā2 +

γ + 3

γ + 1

α2

VB

] 4(5γ−1)
γ+3

T2,3

 .

(137)
Therefore, the relevant quantities for the second correction are

β2 =
9γ2 − 1

γ + 3
, β3 =

15γ2 − 7

γ + 3
, β4 =

(5γ − 1)(3γ + 1)

γ + 3
. (138)

In this case in order to obtain correctly the FLRW flat result we need to take α → 0
and eliminate the second tension term since the functions depending on the scalar field
vanish in this limit. Thus we are led to

Vol(X)a3(3γ−1)T2,1 +Vol(X)a3(5γ−1)T2,3, (139)

from where we identify

η2 = 3(3γ − 1), η3 = 3(5γ − 1). (140)

Therefore, the singularity will be the point of maximum probability for βi and ηi
positive, the general form of the probability distribution will not change for zero values
of these parameters, whereas the singularity will be avoided if at least one of the βi
(for the Bianchi III metric) or one of the ηi (for the flat FLRW metric) is negative.

As stated before we are interested in exploring these behaviours for the regions
where we can explore the initial singularity, that is γ > 1 or γ < −3. However, it can
be shown that all βi and ηi are positive for γ > 1 whereas all of these coefficients are
negative for γ < −3. Since taking negative values for η0 will change drastically our
semiclassical result, we will not consider the region γ < −3. Therefore, focusing on
γ > 1 we note that all coefficients are positive, thus the singularity will remain as the
point with maximum probability even after taking up to second quantum correction
terms. Therefore, we conclude that the avoidance of the initial singularity by taking
quantum corrections can only be performed in the isotropic universe.
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