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Abstract. We review the variety of new singularities in homogeneous iantropic FRW
cosmology which dfer from standard Big-Bang and Big-Crunch singularities sungigest
how the nature of these singularities can be influenced byahgng fundamental con-
stants.
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1. Introduction woC? with w being a barotropic index; ve-

. . .. locity of light. However, it is interesting that
Currently, one is able o ﬂ’e_rentlatg_ quité ne obtains the independent evolution of the
a number of cosmological singularities W'thmass density and pressure provided we do not

completely diferent properties from a Big- ; o
Bang or a Big-Crunch. Many of them do no azzl;rt?t(iaezny equation of state which tights these

exhibit geodesic incompleteness, but they sti

lead to a blow-up of various physical quanti- o ) o

ties (scale factor, mass density, pressure, phys- Until quite recently, including first super-
ical fields). In this paper we will discuss hownovae results (Perimutter et al. 1999), most

they can be influenced by the variability of thecosmologists studied only the simplest - say
fundamental constants. “standard” solutions of the Friedmann equa-

tion. They each begin with a Big-Bang (BB)

L - singularity for whicha — 0, o, p — oo, while
2. Standard and exotic singularities in the future one of them (of positive curva-
in cosmology. turek = +1) terminates at a second singularity

Standard Einstein-Friedmann equations af&!9-Crunch - BC), wher@ — 0, 0,p — o
two equations for three unknown functions ofind the other twol( = 0,~1) continue to an
time a(t), p(t), o(t) - the scale factor, the pres-2Symptotic emptinesg,p — 0 fora — co.
sure, the mass density. In order to solve therB2 and BC exhibit geodesic incompletness

usually the equation of state is specified. Mognd a curvature blow-up. In fact, the first su-
common form of it is a barotropic onp = Pernovae observations gave evidence for the

strong energy condition (SEC)@® + 3p > 0,
Send offprint requests to: M.P. Dabrowski oC?> + p > 0) violation, but the paradigm of
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the “standard” Big-Bantrunch singularities It is interesting that the Schwarzschild horizon
remained untouched. atr = rg has a singular metric, while the cur-
However, a combined bound on the darkature invariants are regular there. On the ohter
energy barotropic indexv (Tegmark 2004) hand, an SFS at = t5 has a regular metric,
showed that there was no sharp cétaf the while curvature invariants diverge.
data atp = —o so that the dark energy with  The matter related to SFS may serve as
p < —o (phantom), could also be admitteddark energy, especially if they are quite close
This lead to the cosmic “no-hair” theorem vi-jn the near future. For examp|e1 an SFS may
olation since even a small fraction of phantorayen appear in 8.7 Myr with no contradiction
dark energy could dominate the evolution into a bare supernovae data. It can be fitted to
stead of the cosmological term. Sinwe< -1 3 combined Snla, CMB and BAO data, but at
for phantom, then we may definew + 1 |=  the expense of admitting on the approach to
—(w+ 1) > 0, soa(t) = %31 and the con- a Big-Bang a fluid which is not exactly dust
servation law givep o« a*"*!. This means (m=0.66), but has slightly negative pressure (m
that if the universe grows bigger, its density- 0,73, w= -0.09) (Denkiewicz et al. 2012).
is higher, and finally it becomes dominated by\ more general class of singularities known
phantom dark energy. An exotic future singuas Generalized Sudden Future Singularities
larity — a Big-Rip (BR) — appears, for which(GSFS) which do not violate any of the energy
0, p — oo fora — oo (Caldwell 2002). At Big- conditions are also possible (Barrow 2004b).
Rip the null energy condition (NEC), the weak  there s yet the whole class of non-
energy condition (WEC), and the dominant eéngjy_pang singularities (Nojiri et al. 2005;
ergy cond|_t|on (_DEC) are all violated. Alsozthqubrowski & Denkiewicz 2010) (Finite
curvature invariants?, Ry R, Ryy,-R"” di- Scale Factor, Big Separatiom-singularities
verge in the same way as at BB and at BC, angaprowski & Denkiewicz 2009), Little-Rip
there is a.geodesm mcpmpletness at Big-Rip Erampton et al. 2011), Pseudo-Rip (Frampton
well. Besides, everyth_lng IS p_uII_ed apartonthg; g 2012) and their various versions like
approach to such a singularity in a reverse OBig-Boost and Big-Brake (belonging to an
der. , o SFS class (Gorini et al. 2004)), Big-Freeze
Observational support for a Big-Rip gavepe|onging to an FSF class (Bouhmadi-Lopez
an inspiration for studies of other exotic typeg; 4. 2008)), generalized Big-Separation
of singulariti_es as possible sources of dark efy,,rov 2010) and generalized-singularities
ergy. Especially, Barrow (2004a) showed thg(\(urov 2010)). Most of them can be described

if one drops an assumption about the impOS{ising one unified scale factor (Dabrowski &
tion of the equation of state, and specifies thg5r0sek 2013) reading as

scale factor as
a(t) = as[6 + (1-8)y" — 5 (1 )] y = ti (1)

whereas = a(ts) = const. ands, m, n = const.,

then one gets (apart from a Big-Bangtat . . .
0) a new gt]ype (ofpsingularity altgz t %pro— with the appropriate choice of constants

vided 1 < n < 2) which was christened ats, as, m, n. In fact, from (3) we can see that for

Sudden Future Singularity (SFS). Such a si|9- < m < 2/3 we deal with a BB singularity and
gularity is a singularity of pressugg(or& and 2 0,0 — 00, p > coatt > 0.Form<0
leads merely to DEC violation. The standard'e Nave @ BR singularity with — co, ¢ — oo,
"Friedmann limit” is easily obtained by taking P — coatt=0.An SFS appearsford n <2

“ P - tt = ts (@ = as, 0 = const.,p - ), and an
the “nonstandardicity” parametér— 0 in (1). a s S _ .
In fact, at SFS we have: FSF appears for & n < 1 att = ts (a = as,

_ 0 — 00, p— o0).
a=const, a=const o =const In order to classify the strength of standard
A— -0 p—ooo for tots. (2) and exotic singularities some definitions have

at) = as(é) exp(l— tl) , )

S
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been proposed. According to Tipler (1977) &xp /2) changes in time withy being the

singularity is weak if a double integral dilaton, andd = exp (-¢).

. . Another framework is given by varying

o de”’ a, b 4) speed of light theories (VSL). In Albrecht &

j(; ’ ﬁ 7 Raplu “) Magueijo (1999) model (Al\_/l) the speed of
does not diverge on the approach to a singula!l"gIht is replaced by a scalar field
ity at T = 75 (7 is the proper time), while ac- ¢* = y(x*) , (8)
cording to Krolak (1988) a singularity is weak _
if a single integral leading to the action

e Rt 5 S:fd“x\/—_g[ VR L+l 9)

, I ©) 16:G T

does not diverge on the approach to a singdM model breaks Lorentz invariance (relativ-
larity at T = 5. Otherwise, a singularity is ity principle and light principle). There is a pre-
strong. From now on, T will stand for the defi-ferred frame (called a cosmological or a CMB
nition of Tipler, and K will stand for the defini- frame) in which the field is minimally cou-
tion of Krolak. It is interesting that both pointpled to gravity. This model solves basic prob-
particles and even extended objects may nigtms of standard cosmology such as the hori-
feel weak singularities and can pass throug#Pn problem and the flatness problem. One of
them (Fernandez-Jambrina & Lazkoz 2008he ansatze is that = poa 3"+, ¢(t) = coa”
Balcerzak & Dabrowski 2006). which solves the above two problemsnif<
Classification of exotic singularities was—(1/2)(3w + 1) (Albrecht & Magueijo 1999).
first given by Noijiri et al. (2005) and fur- Another version of VSL is Magueijo covari-
ther developed by Dabrowski & Denkiewiczant (conformally) and locally invariant model
(2010). Their current classification is at{Magueijo 2000):
tempted in Table 1. c
w:ln(a) or c=cé, (10)
3. Varying constants theories.

: L ) with the action
First fully quantitative framework which al-

lowed for variability of the fundamental con- 4 cge™ (R+Ly)

stant was Brans-Dicke scalar-tensor gravityc.‘ = f d X\/__g[—].GﬂG +eLn|,(11)

The gravitational constar@ in such a theory

is associated with an average gravitational p&nd

tential (scalar field¥ surrounding a given par-

ticle: < & >= GM/(c/Ho) o 1/G = 135x v = KW)VuVy.. (12)

10°%g/cm. The scalar field> gives the strength There is an extra condition that- 3 = 4 with

of gravity interesting subcases: a) = 4;8 = 0, giv-
1 ing Brans-Dicke theory witipgp = € /G and

G=— (6) () = 16wep(¢ep); b) @ = 0;8 = -4, called a

167D minimal VSL theory.
which changes Einstein-Hilbert action into  Yet another framework is varying fine
Brans-Dicke action structure constant theory (or varying charge

w e = epe(¥*) theory (Webb et al. 1999)
S-= fd“x\/—_g(cDR— 20,000 + Lm) (@

S = fd“xx/—_g(sz— @ w0y
and further relates to low-energyfective su- 2

perstring action whenw = -1. In super-

1
R Va2
string theory, the string coupling constayt= 4 fr 1767 + Lm) (13)
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Table 1. Classification of singularities in FRW cosmology

Type Name tsing. aff ot p(s) p(ts) etc.  w(t) T K

0 Big-Bang (BB) 0 0 00 00 00 finite strong strong
I Big-Rip (BR) ts 00 00 00 00 finite strong strong
ly Little-Rip (LR) o0 o0 00 00 00 finite strong strong
I Pseudo-Rip (PR) 00 o finite finite finite finite weak  weak
1] Sudden Future (SFS) ts as Os 00 00 finite weak  weak
Iy Gen. Sudden Future (GSFS) tg as Os Ps 00 finite weak  weak
Il Finite Scale Factor (FSF) ts as 00 00 00 finite weak strong
v Big-Separation (BS) ts as 0 0 00 00 weak  weak
\% w-singularity (w) ts as 0 0 0 00 weak  weak

in which the scalar field is associated with elecalso ask if varying constants theories can
tric chargey = Ine and f,, = €F,,. This softerstrengthen the standard and exotic sin-
model can be related to the VSL theories dugularities?

to the definition of the fine structure constant We consider the Friedmann universes in
a(t) = €/[hc(t)]. If one assumes the linear ex-varying speed of light (VSL) theories and vary-
pansion o’ = 1-8rG/(y — o) = 1- Aa/a ing gravitational constant G theories as follows
with the constraint on the local equivalencgo - mass densityz = oc?(t) - energy density
principle violencd ¢ |< 1072, then the relation in Jm™2 = Nm™2 = kgms7?)

to dark energy density paramefey is 3 2 k()
R " 0 = gop 2 7). 49
tl= M) (& @ ket

s 0= O 2= g

which can be tested (while mimicking the dark . ,
energy) by spectrograph CODEX (Cosmi(\!VIth the source terms in the energy-momentum

Dynamics EXplorer) — a device attached toCOnServation law” due to varyingandG:

a planned E-ELT (European Extremely Large a p(t) G(t) ke(t)e(t)
Telescope) measuring the redshift driffeet ©(0) + 37 |o(t) + a2m) _Q(t)@ t3 G
(or Sandage-Loebfkect - Sandage (1962);F flatk = O uni h
Loeb (1998)) for 2< z < 5 (Vielzeuf & o' flatk =0 universes we a"elz
Martins 2012). 3 [m n t\"
= |- —|1-= 17
0 = 550 [t ts( ts) } - an
4. Varying constant versus cosmic en [mEm-2) _mn £\ 1
. . - _ -6—|[1- =
singularities. p(t) 8:G(0 [ 2 Gtts ( ts)
It has been shown that quantumfeets 2 2(n-1)
(Houndjo 2010) may change the strength of . 3™ (1_ i) (18)
exotic singularities (e.g. an SFS to become t3 ts

an FSF). As it was already mentioned, vary- n(n - 1) t\"2

ing constants cosmologies have been applied + 2 2 (1— t_) } .

to solve standard cosmology problems as s s

well. Our idea is to apply them to solve theOne bears in mind the scale factor (3), the mass
singularity problem in cosmology. We candensity (17), and the pressure (18).
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4.1. Regularizing a Big-Bang singularity =~ 4.3. No way of regularizing a
by varying G w-singularity by varying c

If G(t) « 1/(t2), which is a faster decrease thadn the limit m — 0 of (3) we have an ex-
in Dirac’s Large Number Hypothesis (LNH)otic singularity scale factor given bg(t) =
G « 1/t, and influences less the temperature & €xp (1- t/ts), and from (17) and (18) we get
the Earth constraint (Teller 1948), then both di-

vergence irp andp are removed, though at the ) = 3 n_z _t 200 1)
expense of having the "singularity” of stronggeX ~ 8nG(t) t2 ts ’
gravitational couplings — o att — 0. In the 2 2 2(n-1)
Dirac’s case, only the singularity ia can be p,(t) = - () [3n_ (1_ 1)
removed. 8rG(t) | t2 ts
n-2

y _ _ 4+ 2N -1) (1— l) ] (22)

4.2. Regularizing an SFS singularity by t3 ts
varying c
so that

Wex(t):pex(t)__{l 2n-1 1

N ) 37 (1_%),1} ,(23)
ct) = 00(1— —) , (19) s
which is aw-singularity forn > 2 (p = o = 0,
Wex — o) (Dabrowski & Denkiewicz 2009).
then Its regularization by varying(t) is impossible
since there is no-dependence here.

c? - P
A
4 ) s - 4.4. Regularizing an SFS singularity by
p+n— 2 p+2n— :
~ 6@(1—1) +3n_2(1_£) varying G
tts s zts ts If we assume that
_1 p+n-
.\ 2n(n2 )(1_1) . O
L Gt = Go(l— r) , (24)
S

and the singularity of pressure is regularize¢t = const.,Gy = const.) which changes (17)
providedp > 2-n,(1<n<2). and (18) to

Physical consequence of such a choice of ] .
regularization is that light eventually stops () = 3 ﬁ 1 )y  2mn 1 t
at singularity: c(ts) = 0. Same happenSQ T 8rGy | t2 ts tts ts
in loop quantum cosmology (LQC), where ) 22
we deal with the anti-newtonian limi¢ = + ”_(1_ l) (25)
Cov/1-p/oc — 0 forp — o¢ with o, be- t2 ts '
ing the critical density (Cailleteau et al. 2012). B r
The low-energy limito < oo gives the stan- p(t) = —i [m(3L22) (1— 1)
dard casec — ¢y = const. It also ap- 87Go t ts
pears naturally in Magueijo (2001) model, in mn t\"" g2 )22
which black holes are not reachable since the — e (1— E) + 3t_2 (1 - t_s)

S

light stops at the horizon (despite they possess o
Schwarzschild singularity). Both = 0 and Zn(n— 1) (1_ l) }

€ = oo Ooptions are possible in Magueijo model. * t2 (26)
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