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Saving the universe with finite volume effects
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Setting aside anthropic arguments, there is no reason why the universe should initially favour a
net expanding phase rather than one experiencing a net contraction. However, a collapsing universe
containing “normal” matter will end at a singularity in a finite time. We point out that there is a
mechanism, derived from non-perturbative effects in Quantum Field Theory in a finite volume, which
may provide a bias towards expansion when the spacetime volume shrinks, by dynamically violating
the null energy condition, without the need for modified gravity or exotic matter. We describe
a scalar field component subjected to this non-perturbative effect in a cosmological background
and consider its impact on a contracting phase. We discuss how this could dynamically generate
the necessary initial conditions for inflation to get started, or form part of the mechanism for a
non-singular cosmological bounce.

I.

INTRODUCTION

The Hawking-Penrose theorems [1, 2] imply that
in the absence of matter which breaks the null energy condition (NEC) ρ + p ≥ 0 , the universe, run
backwards, must begin at a singularity. A corollary
of this is that, under generic conditions, a collapsing
universe cannot transition to a growing one, and thus
if the universe started in a collapsing state, it should
have ended. This statement can also be formulated
in terms of the ADM decomposition [3–5], and forms
the basis for work on cosmological bounces [6–8].
Such ideas are of general interest in the context of
early universe cosmology, since the Universe could in
principle have started in either an expanding or contracting phase. Whilst one can make an anthropic
argument that contracting universes are simply not
conducive to life, it is interesting to explore whether
there are deeper, more fundamental reasons for our
universe to favour expansion.
Consider the dominant early universe paradigm of
inflation, which solves the homogeneity and isotropy
problems of the universe by postulating a period of
accelerated expansion [9–12], whilst also providing
a scale invariant spectrum of initial perturbations.
The question of how inflation actually got started
is not yet fully resolved. In particular, if inflation
requires “special” initial conditions in order to proceed, at least one of its key motivations may be undermined.
Numerical and analytic studies have considered
the question of what initial conditions can be tolerated in a variety of different models (see [13] for a
short review). In particular, recent numerical work
showed that large field models are strongly robust
to initial inhomogeneities in the inflaton field [14],
whilst small field models are more sensitive to horizon sized perturbations [15, 16]. Yet these studies are
open to the criticism that they bias their results by
assuming that the universe begins in an expanding
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FIG. 1. Illustration of finite volume effects on a concave
bare potential. Symmetry is restored by tunnelling between the two bare minima, which results in a negative
energy density in the ground state.

phase. (In [15], a mixture of expanding and contracting phases were considered, but the average expansion rate was positive.) This is a choice that must be
made in setting up the initial conditions, as the first
Friedmann equation is agnostic to the initial sign of
ȧ. In an initially contracting universe, invoking only
standard General Relativity (GR) and single field
slow roll, inflation will fail, regardless of the chosen
model.
In the alternative paradigm of bouncing cosmologies, the smoothing of the Universe may be achieved
in a contracting phase dominated by a form of matter
with equation of state parameter w  1 in Ekpyrotic
models [6–8] or w = 1 in the Pre-Big-Bang scenario
[17]. The generation of a scale invariant spectrum of
perturbations is less easy to achieve, with most models invoking special mechanisms, with the exception
of the Matter Bounce scenario [18] in which the contraction is dominated by cold matter. Clear and up
to date reviews of the topic are given in [19], and [20].
However, whilst several suggestions have been made
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[21], the origin of the cosmological bounce, that leads
to our current expansion, is still an open question.
The requirement to break the NEC is generally
considered rather exotic, apart from the well-known
Casimir effect. However, consider the case where one
has a secondary field which sources a negative energy
density, and furthermore where the magnitude of the
negative energy density grows as the spacetime volume shrinks, as in the Casimir effect. In the expanding case, the effect soon dilutes away. In the collapsing case, the negative energy density increases and
can balance the other energy contributions, slowing
and eventually ending the collapse at a finite size.
If, in addition, the effective equation of state violates the NEC during the collapse, it provides the
necessary push for the spacetime to transition to expansion.
In this paper we point out that such an effect is
exactly that expected due to finite volume effects in
a scalar field which is subject to a double-well bare
potential, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Assuming the volume is smaller than some typical volume, related to
the parameters of the bare potential, quantum fluctuations can tunnel between the degenerate vacuua.
As a consequence, the vacuum expectation value of
the field vanishes and symmetry is restored. If the
bare vacuua have vanishing energy density, the necessity for convexity of the effective potential implies
that quantum fluctuations dynamically generate a
negative energy density in the ground state. The
result can be generalised to higher-dimensional field
spaces with a continuous set of degenerate vacuua a Higgs-like Mexican hat potential, for example - as
was shown in [22] in a flat spacetime.
In this article, we explain why, in the context of a
spatially flat Friedman-Lemaı̂tre-Robertson-Walker
(FLRW) background, the magnitude of the energy
density which is generated is proportional to the
third inverse power of the scale factor a−3 . We
also find that our “convexion” field behaves as a
pressureless fluid because of the non-trivial volumedependence of the effective action, and thus has
equation of state w = 0. Since it has a negative
energy density, it thus violates the NEC.
We finish by describing a toy model in which we
combine a cosmological constant with our “convexion” field, in a situation where it sees the above nonperturbative convexity effect. This illustrates very
simply the bias towards expansion. Whilst such a
result is known and expected for any NEC violating
fluid, we emphasise that our model contains no new
physics - no non standard couplings or modifications
to the gravity sector. It is a natural dynamical consequence of the bare potential of the scalar, evolving
in a cosmological spacetime.

II. FINITE VOLUME AND THE
EFFECTIVE POTENTIAL IN FLRW
SPACETIME

To define the volume in a cosmological spacetime
with FLRW metric
ds2 = −dt2 + a2 (t)(dx2 + dy 2 + dz 2 ) ,

(1)

we assume that the flat 3-dimensional space is a 3torus with volume V0 , and is therefore periodic in
comoving coordinates. The comoving volume is then
V (3) (t) = V0 a3 (t) ,

(2)

and the 4-dimentional volume appearing in the action is
Z tf
Z
p
dt a3 (t) ,
(3)
V (4) = d4 x |g| = V0
ti

where T ≡ tf − ti is identified with a typical time for
quantum fluctuations to propagate over the volume
V0 .
A.

Condition for convexity

Phase transitions are generally considered in the
limit of “infinite” volume, which is required for the
wave functions corresponding to different degenerate vacuua to be orthogonal and not overlap in
field space [23]. In the case of the Higgs mechanism with vacuum v ' 240 GeV, “infinite” volume means large compared to a scale proportional
to v −3 ' (10−18 m)3 , which is obviously the case and
thus ensures spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB)
in the Higgs model. For this reason, the one-particle
irreducible (1PI) effective potential of a model with
SSB is derived from a partial partition function,
based on one vacuum only, and not on the whole
field space [24].
However, in the situation where the volume is finite, tunnelling between different vacuua is allowed
and, as a consequence, the effective potential of
a scalar theory must be convex [25]: symmetry
is restored by quantum fluctuations. Such a nonperturbative effect is possible only as the result of
the competition between different saddle points in
the partition function which defines the quantised
theory [26].
We derive here the condition for tunnelling between vacuua to occur, and therefore the effective
action to be convex. For this we first estimate the
width, in field space, of the distribution of fluctuations over the two different homogeneous saddle
points in the partition function. We then require this
width to be of the order of the separation of these
two saddle points, and thus derive a condition on the
4-dimensional volume for tunnelling to happen.
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We are looking for an estimate only of the condition for this tunnel effect to occur, and for clarity
we therefore restrict ourselves, in this specific section, to a situation where the scale factor changes
slowly compared to typical quantum fluctuations,
and where flat spacetime is a good approximation.
This will be even more valid in the vicinity of a cosmological bounce of an FLRW spacetime, which is
the regime we focus on.
We start with the bare potential
λ 2
(φ − v 2 )2 ,
(4)
24
and consider the partition function for vanishing
sources. We choose a vanishing energy for the vacuua
in order to make explicit the dynamical generation
of a negative energy in the true vacuum. This also
avoids the choice of a fined-tunned vacuum energy,
and could be motivated, for example, by an underlying supersymmetric model. The equation of motion
for the microscopic scalar field is

For these distributions to overlap considerably in
field space, and therefore tunnelling between vacuua
to occur, this half-width should be at least of order
v, which leads to the convexity condition
λv 4 V (4) . 64 .

(11)

This bound is quite conservative - tunnelling would
occur beyond it, but at a slower rate.

Ubare (φ) =

λ
φ(φ2 − v 2 ) = 0 ,
6
and φ is expanded above the vacuua ±v as
φ +

φ1 (x) = v + ψ1 (x)
φ2 (x) = −v + ψ2 (x) .

(5)

(6)

The semi-classical approximation described below is
based on classical configurations, such that we consider here on-shell fluctuations. These satisfy, for
(k = 1, 2),
ψk + m2 ψk = O(λ)
(7)
λ
with m2 ≡ v 2 ,
3
and we consider (λ, m2 ) independent parameters,
from which the vacuum v is determined. With appropriate boundary conditions, we have then
ψk (x) = ξk sin(qµ xµ ) + O(λ)
with

2

(8)

2

q =m ,

where ξk are constant amplitudes to be integrated
in the partition function. The terms O(λ) in the
fluctuations ψk corresponds to harmonics with momentum 2qµ and 3qµ , such that the action for these
fluctuations is (k = 1, 2)
Z

1
Sk =
d4 x q 2 ξk2 cos2 (qµ xµ ) − m2 ξk2 sin2 (qµ xν )
2

λ
− ξk4 sin4 (qµ xµ ) + O(λ2 )
12
λ 4 (4)
= − ξk V
+ O(λ2 ) .
(9)
64
In the partition function, the latter actions lead to
distributions peaked over the vacuua ±v, with halfwidth

1/4
64
∆=
.
(10)
λV (4)

B.

Wilsonian approach

The disappearance of the concave part of the potential has been studied in the Wilsonian context
[27], which in spirit is closer to the Effective Field
Theory context than the 1PI potential, and therefore
is more commonly used in the framework of cosmology. The Wilsonian effective potential is flat between
the bare vacuua (and therefore convex), which corresponds to the so-called Maxwell construction [28],
by analogy with the transition from liquid to vapour,
when studied with the Van de Waals equation of
state. (Note that the Maxwell construction has been
used to describe spinodal inflation [29], which is different to the mechanism we describe here). How is
this consistent with symmetry restoration? In a flat
effective potential, the field is equally likely to be
found at any point in the flat section, and thus it describes the coexistence of different phases, each with
different ground states, which on average give a symmetric ground state. As the volume tends to infinity,
tunnelling is suppressed, and bubbles of each phase
nucleate, such that at any localised point in space
one need only consider the potential around the relevant vacuum for that phase. It is in this large volume limit that one usually considers the potential
for the inflaton, for example.
In this work, we consider the 1PI effective potential since, unlike the Wilsonian one, it takes into account finite volume effects and leads to symmetry
restoration locally, not just on average. The 1PI effective potential is identical to the Wilsonian effective potential for infinite volume only.

C.

Effective potential

If we assume a regime where the volume satisfies
the condition in Eq. (11), the partition function is
dominated by both saddles points corresponding to
the two vacuua. The semi-classical approximation
for the effective action is then described in [22] and
we follow the same steps, also valid for curved space
time, in the Appendix. The convex effective action
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we obtain is
Sef f [φc ] = −K +

4A
1 + 8A



φc
v

where ρ0 is a positive constant. In the present semiclassical approximation we have

2
(12)
3

+

8A(−3 + 12A + 128A )
3(1 + 8A)4



φc
v

+O(φc /v)6 ,
where K is a constant, φc is the homogeneous expectation value of the convexion, and
λ 4 (4)
v V
.
24
We note the following points
A≡

ρ0 =

4

(13)

• Eq. (12) is only valid for |φc |  v. As explained in the Supplemental Material the semiclassical approximation for |φc |  v leads to an
effective action which is identical to the bare
action.
• Given the expression for A, one can see that
the convexity condition Eq. (11) is satisfied
for A . 8/3;
• In addition to being convex, one can see that
the effective action has a non-trivial volumedependence, and is not extensive. The effective potential, obtained after dividing by V (4) ,
therefore depends on the volume in a nontrivial way;
• The constant K is determined from continuity
of the effective action (12) at φc = ±v, which
leads to
8A
4A
+
(−3+12A+128A3 ) . (14)
K'
1 + 8A 3(1 + 8A)4
For A & 1, Eq. (14) leads to
5
11
7
−
+
+ ··· .
(15)
K'
12 48A 384A2
In the large-A limit, the resummation of all the powers of φc /v was calculated in [30] and leads to

 

1
φc
φc
A1
S ef f [φc ] = − ln 2 +
1−
ln 1 −
2
v
v

 

φc
φc
1
1+
ln 1 +
.
(16)
+
2
v
v
This expression is independent of A and is therefore
intensive. Although this feature is valid for large
A, one can see from the Eq. (15) that K is already
approximately volume-independent if A is of order 1,
and therefore within the convexity regime described
by Eq. (11).
The effective action in this intensive regime should
not depend on the scale factor a(t), and its value in
the vacuum can therefore be written
Z
p
ρ0
Sef f [0] = −K = − d4 x |g| 3
,
(17)
a (t)

K
.
V0 T

(18)

A more accurate value would require a better approximation for the effective action in the region
|φc | ' v. One expects then that ρ0 depends on the
parameters appearing in the bare potential, but at
this stage we leave ρ0 > 0 as a free parameter. The
energy density ρc and the pressure pc in the vacuum
state φc = 0 are finally
2 δSef f
ρc = p
|g| δ|g00 |
2 δSef f
pc = p
|g| δ|g11 |

=−
φc =0

ρ0
3
a (t)

<0

(19)

=0,
φc =0

such that the NEC is violated in the ground state,
since pc + ρc < 0. Note that this vacuum state consistently satisfies the continuity equation for a fluid
ρ̇c = −3H(ρc + pc ).
We finally note that the present effect is in principle possible for 1 . A . 8/3, which implies a restriction on the validity of the model. Nevertheless, as
already mentioned, the upper bound is quite conservative, and the overlap of wave functions corresponding to the different vacuua remains non-negligeable
for larger values for A. We must assume though, for
the present mechanism to be valid, that the Universe
indeed goes through an appropriate regime, where
convexion tunnelling between bare vacuua indeed occurs.

D.

Casimir effect

We end this section with comments regarding the
Casimir effect, which could potentially have a role
for small volumes. The study of Casimir effect in the
context of Cosmology was introduced in [31], where
a massless scalar field in a 3-torus has a repulsive
Casimir effect, and therefore contributes to an expansion of the Universe. More generally, the Casimir
effect is either repulsive or attractive, depending on
the coupling of the scalar field to the metric, but also
on the 3-space geometry/topology (see [32] for a review). A massless scalar field conformally coupled to
the metric, and experiencing the Casimir effect, has
an energy density ρ and a pressure p which scale as
ρ∝

±1
a4 (t)

and

p=

ρ
,
3

(20)

and which could potentially destabilise the tunnelling effect for small scale factor, since the convexion energy density scales as a−3 (t). Nevertheless,

5

2.0

(a) Hi < 0

ml0 a(t) >> 1 ,

(21)
where l03 ∼ V0 . Hence one can expect that tunnel
effects remain dominant, in a certain region of parameter space at least.
The Casimir effect has been calculated for different couplings of the scalar field to the metric [33], on
a 3-sphere though, and we note that quantum corrections arising from tunnel effect have always the
same sign, independently of the geometry/topology
of the 3-space.

III.

COSMOLOGICAL ILLUSTRATION

We now describe a toy cosmological model as
an illustration of how the above dynamical mechanism could work to favour expansion. We consider
the FLRW metric Eq. (1) with Hubble constant
H = ȧ/a, and we assume that the matter content is
dominated by two components, both of which satisfy
the continuity equation ρ̇ = −3H(ρ+p) individually:
• a cosmological constant, with energy density
ρf and pressure pf = −ρf (this could be a
scalar field slow-rolling in a convex potential);
• the “convexion” field, with a vanishing expectation value φc = 0, and an energy density and
pressure given by the expressions in Eq. (19).
Using the Friedmann equations
κ
(ρf + ρc )
3
κ
Ḣ + H 2 = − (ρf + ρc + 3pf + 3pc ) ,
6
H2 =

(22)

where κ ≡ 8πG, the evolution equation is
Ḣ =

κ ρ0
> 0,
2 a3

(23)

to be solved with initial values ai = 1, and Hi which
satisfies the constraint
Hi2 =

κ
(ρf − ρ0 ) .
3

(24)

The resulting evolution is shown in Fig. 2 for the
cases of initially positive and negative H. It is clear
from Eq. (23) that for our chosen components the
NEC is violated and thus the acceleration of the scale
factor ä is positive, providing the necessary bounce
to expansion in the contracting case.
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(b) Hi > 0
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for a massive scalar field, the energy density (20) is
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FIG. 2. An illustration of the evolution of the scale factor a and Hubble constant H as a function of time t
for the cases of initial contraction (a) and initial expansion (b) in our toy model. We see in the collapsing case
that the convexion field provides the necessary bounce
to transition to a period of exponential expansion. If the
initial condition is already expanding, the effect of the
convexion is quickly diluted away.

IV.

CONCLUSIONS

In this article we have suggested a connection between finite volume effects in Quantum Field Theory and Early Universe Cosmology, to answer the
question - why is the universe expanding? We have
postulated the existence of a “convexion” field which
sees different degenerate bare vacuua. Quantum tunnelling effects result in a pressureless fluid with negative energy density, which plays a role at small
volumes, but dilutes away during an expanding period. Such a fluid breaks the NEC, and thus provides a mechanism for a transition from contraction
to an expanding phase. Unlike other proposed mechanisms, this does not involve non standard couplings
for the field or a modification of the gravity sector,
and thus does not result in ghosts - the dynamical mechanism is valid for any standard scalar field
which can tunnel between degenerate vacuua.
One naturally asks about the regime in which this
effect is valid. As discussed in the text, convexity,
and thus a negative energy density, is achieved for
any 4-dimensional volume small enough to satisfy
the condition in Eq. (11), which leads to a condition A . 8/3. However, an intensive effective action
(which provides the w = 0 equation of state), is valid
for A & 1, which sets a minimum volume via Eq.
(13). The mechanism we describe here is therefore
valid within a regime where the volume is not “too
big”, but also not “too small”. Of course, at some
very small volume, quantum gravity effects should
also play a role, and our description will break down.
Similar non-perturbative effects have been discussed
in the works [34, 35], which take into account finite
volume effects in a semiclassical description of quan-
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tum gravity. There the authors discuss the contribution of two different saddles points in the path
integral for gravity, and they derive a minimum volume in order to decouple these saddle points and
therefore have a well-defined cosmological evolution.
For gravity to be classical, as it is in our work, the
minimum volume we consider must be greater than
the minimum volume defined in [34, 35]. In this way
quantisation of gravity would not affect the results
in our regime of validity. Given that there are free
parameters in both models, this inequality can easily
be satisfied for a large range of parameter space.
Much work remains to be done to elucidate this
interesting effect. Firstly, one must justify the interpretation of equilibrium field theory in a dynamical spacetime. One should also investigate what the
convexity condition (11) means for the separation of
ultraviolet modes of the convexion from its infrared
description in terms of a vacuum expectation value.
A better approximation for the calculation of
the partition function, including non-uniform saddle
points and quantum fluctuations above each saddle
point, should also be made. This is quite an involved calculation, but we would expect any modifications to be relevant only away from the vacuum
state which we consider here.
Finally, we have considered only the coexistence
of the convexion with a cosmological constant. Matter or radiation like components would dominate
over the convexion during a collapsing period, and
in the present simplified description one must make
the strong assumption that they are not present.
Further studies are necessary to understand the interplay between the convexion and different matter
components, once kinetic terms are included. The
latter might play an important role, depending on
the flatness of the potential around the true minimum, and should allow us to understand better this
interplay.

Acknowledgements: We are grateful to Eugene
Lim for his insightful comments on an earlier draft.
The work of JA is partially supported by STFC
(grant ST/P000258/1). KC acknowledges support
from the European Research Council.

APPENDIX: SEMI-CLASSICAL
APPROXIMATION

We derive here the effective action for the bare
action
Z
S[φ] =

4

d x

p

|g|

g

µν

2

µ

ν

∂ φ∂ φ − Ubare (φ)



with
Ubare (φ) =

when both vacuua are taken into account in the partition function


Z
Z
p
4
Z[j] = D[φ] exp −S[φ] − d x |g|jφ . (26)
The source j is chosen constant, since we are interested in the effective potential only. The semiclassical approximation corresponds to replacing the
path integral by the sum over the relevant saddle
points, and neglecting quantum fluctuations above
the latter. Taking into account the source term, the
bare vacuua are not degenerate, and the Coleman
configuration, which asymptotically reaches the two
different vacuua [36], should in principle play a role.
Nevertheless, as we will show, the ground state of
the system consists of a vanishing background field
φc = 0, which corresponds to a vanishing source j,
for which this configuration does not contribute. If
we focus on the background field satisfying |φc |  v,
or equivalently |j|  jc , it is therefore enough to
consider uniform saddle-point configurations, and we
follow here similar steps as those described in [22].
These uniform saddle points are solutions of the
equation
dUbare
+j =0 ,
dφ

(27)

and depend on the amplitude of the source j:
√
• if |j| > jc , where jc = λv 3 /(9 3), then Eq.
(27) has one real solution φ0 ;
• if |j| < jc , then eq.(27) has three real solutions,
one of which is a maximum and the two others
are the local minima relevant for the partition
function
2v
φ1 = √ cos[π/3 − (1/3) arccos(j/jc )]
3
2v
φ2 = √ cos[π − (1/3) arccos(j/jc )] .
3

(28)

We consider below these two situations separately.
We note that functional derivatives with respect to a
uniform source j are replaced by partial derivatives
with respect to V (4) j, and the background field is
therefore
φc ≡

,
(25)

λ 2
(φ − v 2 )2 ,
24

which is used below.

−1 ∂Z
,
ZV (4) ∂j

(29)
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A.

φc , and the 1PI effective action can then be obtained
by integrating the equation of motion

Case |j| >> jc

This situation describes the region |φc |  v, where
the semi-classical approximation for the partition
function is

 Z
p
Z[j] ' exp − d4 x |g|(Ubare (φ0 ) + jφ0 ) . (30)
The background field (29) is then, in this approximation,
0
φc = (Ubare
(φ0 ) + j)

∂φ0
+ φ0 = φ 0 .
∂j

(31)

The semi-classical 1PI effective action is then defined
by the Legendre transform
Sef f [φc ] = − ln Z[j] − V (4) jφc
= V (4) Ubare (φc ) ,

(32)
(33)

leading to the semi-classical effective potential
Usc (φc ) = Ubare (φc ) .

(34)

The semi-classical approximation therefore does not
modify the bare potential for |φc |  v.
B.

Case |j| << jc

This situation describes the region |φc |  v, where
the two saddles points φ1 , φ2 dominate the partition
function. The latter is
Z[j] '

2
X

 Z

p
exp − d4 x |g|(Ubare (φk ) + jφk ) ,

k=1

(35)
and the background field φc can be obtained as a
Taylor expansion in j. This expansion can then be
inverted to give the source j as a Taylor expansion in
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